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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Mr. Justice Kay intends to resume his sittings, not on the 11th 
inst., as stated, but on Friday, the 15th inst. 





Mr. Mettor, the chief clerk, who has been absent for some 
time, bas returned to his duties thoroughly restored to health. 





WE ane rnForMED that the statement which has appeared in the 
daily papers, that the Lord Chancellor returned to Braemar after 
receiving the Lord Mayor, is without foundation. 





No arporntment had on Thursday been made to 
registrarship of the Chancery Division. In the interest 
profession it is very much to be hoped that no scheme is on 
reducing the number of registrars. 


[ 
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On Tvespay the question, which has been alread 
several previous occasions, of the o> + an ap’ to furnish 
copies of documents for the use of judges, arose in Court of 
Appeal No. 2. In the course of the hearing of an appeal it 
appeared that a sufficient number of copies of some material docu- 
ments for the use of the judges was not forthcoming. The court 
thereupon, as it had on a previous occasion intimated its intention 
of doing in future, ord the appeal to stand over at the cost of 
the appellant. Lord Justice Corron said that it was the duty of an 
appellent to supply ccpies of material documents for the use of the 
court, and solicitors must understand that a copy was to be furnished 
for the use of each of the three judges. tt was a mistake to 
suppose that the taxing master would not allow the cost of three 
copies on taxation. 


i 





Lorp Dersy, in his speech at Liverpool last week, took occasion 
to enumerate among the measures “‘ absolutely indicated as neces- 
sary by the circumstances of the time” the Land Transfer Rill. 
This Bill, he proceeded to say, ‘‘ was lost mainly by the opposition 
of the great mg! of solicitors, whose reasons were of an extremely 
practical kind, but who worked upon prejudices of a very un-~ 

ractical kind, entertained by a class which ought to have known 
tter. The Government need not, and I think it ought not, 
accept as final a defeat sustained in the Lords by a narrow majority 


s 





where nearly every peer of political note voted in 
\thetr favour ; but jt may be well in future legislation to split the 
ee } 





2 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL, 


‘Nov, 2, 1889. 








Bill into two parts, which are not necessarily connected. Those 
who dislike the one do not care about the other, and, so divided, I 
think each half might pass separately.” Mr. Laxe has properly 
pointed out in a letter to the Times that the opposition of solicitors 
was directed, not to the Bill as a whole, but only to the proposal 
to make a new and untried system of conveyancing compulsory 
before giving the legal profession and the public an opportunity of 
judging how far it was practically advantageous, both on the score 
of economy and on the score of facility of dealizg with land ; and 
that if the Bill were introduced next session without the compul- 
clauses it would meet with no opposition from solicitors as a 
body. If Lord Drrsy had taken the least trouble to ascertain the 
facts, he would have found that the combined action of solicitors 
was directed to the point mentioned by Mr. Laxz. And even in 
this journal—which was referred to by Lord Henrscuext, in the 
debate on the third reading of the Bill, as one of the most 
thoroughgoing opponents of the measure—Lord Dersy would have 
found the position of solicitors summed up, in the very midst of 
the controversy, as being that, while they believed the Bill to be 
unnecessary and unworkable, all they asked was that it should be 
tried on its merits as a voluntary system; “experience,” we 
remarked, ‘‘ would then soon shew whether they were right or 
wrong.” We have some reason to believe that no steps have been 
taken yet with regerd to the Bill, and it may perhaps be conjec- 
tured, from the reserve with which the Lord Chancellor spoke of 
compulsion on the motion for the third reading of the Bill, that it 
may not be altogether beyond the bounds of possibility that the 
Bill may be reintroduced without the compulsory clauses. We 
do not think that the forces arrayed against a compulsory 
measure could be so easily divided by a mere division of the Bill 
as Lord Drrsy seems to imagine. But, however this may be, the 
poiot on which we desire to have information is, what ‘circumstances 
of the times” Lord Derny can allege as ‘ absolutely indicating as 
necesrary”’ a change in the system of conveyancing? We defy 
him to shew any general demand on the part of the public for a 
change, and we refer him to the statement made by the Lord 
Chancellor, cn the third reading of the Land Transfer Bill of last 
session, as to the manner in which solicitors perform their convey- 
ancing work. ‘‘ He had never joined,”’ he said, ‘and never would 
join, in the idle cry against solicitors for the charges they made. 
They did their duty with great care and success.” 





In THE course of his judgment in the case of West Derby Poor 
Law Guardians v. Atcham Poor Law Guardians, this week, the 
Master of the Rolls made some interesting observations on the 
effect of judgments of the House of Lords. It has generally been 
assumed, as well by theoretical writers as in ordinary practice, that 
an English court, whatever may be its rank, is only authorized to 
Jay down the law £0 far as it is necessary to apply it to the facts of 
the particular case. Anything that may be said beyond this is a 
mere obiter dictum, which will be binding upon no future occasion. 
The rule is, of course, a result of the more general principle that 
it is no business of the courts to make law, but only to apply it, 
and, as we have on former occasions pointed out, its tendency has 
been to make judges take a somewhat narrow view of their func- 
tions, and to prevent them from expressing an opinion on im- 
portant points, ripe for decision, because they are not strictly 

for the case before them. According to Lord Esuer, 
however, the House of Lords, at‘any rate upon request from the Court 
of Appeal, is at liberty to give a general interpretation of the whole 
of a section of an Act of Parliament; and this interpretation will 
theresfter be treated as binding, although it may go beyond what 
is necessary for the determination of the case. Of the convenience 
of such a course upon specisl occasions there can be no doubt, and 
little error is likely to result from its adoption. There is a possible 
danger that the decision may be given without duly considering 
the particular circumstances of cases that will be covered by it, 
but im the interpretation of the section in question this was 
reduced to a minimum, while the need of an authoritative opinion 
upon the whole was very great. The section was the 35th of the 
Divided Parishes Act (39 & 40 Vict. c. 61), relating to derivative 
settlements. It is very badly worded, and bas caused much 
litigation at the expense of the public. Early in the year three 
sppeals upon it went to the House of Lords, and were all decid 


srthesametime. Although they did not exhaugt all cases that might 





arise, yet it was difficult to deal with them properly without giving a 
preliminary interpretation to the whole section, and this, in 
accordance with the request of the Court of Appeal, was done by 
Lord Watson. Whatever may be the theory of the law, it was 
hardly possible that the opinion thus asked for should not after- 
wards be acted upon, and we imagine it would be equally 
accepted by the House of Lords itself on a subsequent occasion. 
But though the course thus taken must be :reated es exceptional, 
we should not be sorry to see more judges willing, like the Master 
of the Rolls, to stretch the strict theory of judicial functions. In 
the Court of Appeal itself there are not infrequently occasions 
when this might conveniently be done, and when the court might 
settle definitely doubtful points pertinent to the case and of wide 
importance, instead of taking refuge in some safe but useless 
ground of decision. More exception may perhaps be taken to the 
other observation of Lord Esner—that everything in a law lord’s 
judgment is to be taken to be correct unless expressly dissented 
from by the rest. Considering that these deliverances are by no 
means brief, and that they often have a way of arriving at the 
same end by wonderfully diverse routes, it is questionable whether 
they are entitled to be treated quite in this manner—at any rate, 
unless all the judgments proceed approximately on the same lines. 
Although, in considered cases, each lord is said to read, before the 
decision is actually given, the judgments of all the rest, he may 
not always be careful to point out every statement that he regards 
as incorrect. 





A yew pHaasE of technicel meaning has recently been intro- 
duced which solicitors will do well to note—viz., ‘‘a letter of a con- 
ciliatory character.” In Field v. Field (37 W. R. 134, 14 P. D. 
26) the Court of Appeal lsid it down that the “written demand 
for cohabitation and restitution of conjugal rights,” referred to in 
rule 175 of the Divorce Rules, ought to take the form of a concilia- 
tory letter. ‘ Although,” said Lord Justice Corton, “it is not neces- 
sary that a letter seeking the restitution of conjugal rights should be 
written by the petitioner herself, yet, speaking generally, it ought 
to be a conciliatory letter, such as might lead to a friendly re- 
union of husband aud wife—a letter making it known to the 
husband that the wife is willing and desirous to come back to 
him—and not a formal soliciter’s letter, such as this.”” The letter 
referred to was written by the solicitors of the lady, and 
‘demanded ”’ cohabitation and restitution of conjugal rights. 
This, said Lord Justice Linprxy, followed the words of the rule, 
but missed its spirit. In a case of Smith v. Smith, before the 
Divorce Division last week, a somewhat different form of letter 
was adopted, but with equal non-succers. The lady here signed 
the letter herself, and, first of all, gave notice to her husband of 
her ‘desire to cohabit and live with” bim: surely this was con- 
ciliatory. But she unfortunately added, ‘I demand from you a 
fall restitution of the conjugal rights which you have deprived 
me of; and I further notify to you that, in the event of your not 
receiving me and providing a suitable home and habitation for me, 
it is my intention to apply to the High Court of Justice for the 
restitution of such, my conjugal rights.” This was hardly the 
style of expression “‘ likely to lead to a friendly reunion of hue- 
band and wife,” and Mr. Justice Burr accordingly held that 
it did not come within ‘the spirit of rule 175,” and on that 
ground refused to make a decree for restitution. The letter, he 
said, must be “‘ of a conciliatory character.” The matter has thus 
become very embarrassing, and a form of a suitable ‘conciliatory 
letter’ ought at once to be appended to the Divorce Rules. Until 
this is done, a solicitor who has to frame such a letter will do 
well to intrust its composition to the most susceptible articled 
clerk in his office, with instructions to consult the common forms 
in Miss Brappon’s works (passim). As, however, every solicitor 
may not bave such an atticled clerk, it occurs to us, on second 
thoughts, that we may, perhaps, afford some aseistance by annexing 
a form which we think might pass muster :— 

Jones V. Jones. 

Beloved [Sir or Madam],—We are instructed by our client, your loving 
wife [or husband], Aramiuta Jones [or John Jones], (in pursuance of rule 
175 of the Rules nm Divorce and Matrimonial Causes) to intimate that she 
for he] is pining ‘‘to live with thee and be thy love.” As the great 
dramatist has it, she for he] ‘‘ thanks heaven, fasting, for a good man’s 
[or woman's] love.” Let it be your gladsome part to break this fest, and 
substitute therefor ‘‘ a perpetual feast of nectar'd sweets.” : 
~ Your loving wife [or husband] instructs us to add that, in case of 
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default in your complying with this request, she [or he] will have the 
easure npr lr mage 2 reunion by the kind instrumentality of 
e Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division. 
Yours affectionately, 
Surra & Sys. 





We print elsewhere a somewhat startling letter from a corre- 
spondent stating that during the last twelve years he has had a 
large experience in conveyances and mortgages of freehold and 
leasehold property, and that in no case has he known of the 
‘‘ usual searches” being made. He asks to have pointed out the 
risks which a solicitor runs by omitting to make these searches in 
dealing with freeholds and Jeaseholds respectively. Perhaps we 
might reply that we published in the years 1886 and 1887, under 
the heading ‘‘ Concerning Searches,” a series of articles which ccn- 
tain all the information that our correspondent can require on the 
subject to which he refers, and that he will find in Messrs. Erpum- 
stone and Crark’s little book ‘‘On Searches” the substance of these 
articles, with additions, and in particular a tabular guide which 
contains in a very concise form the searches that ought to be made 
for property of every nature. The question what is the risk that 
our correspondent has run by omitting to make the usual searches, 
or, in fact, to make any searches at all, cannot be answered in a 
few words. To put it broadly, although the question what searches 
ought to be made, and how far back they ought to be carried, may 
be difficult to answer in any particular case, it was the duty of our 
correspondent to have ascertained these facts and to have made in 
each case the searches that he ought to have made according to the 
usual practice of the profession; and in cases where he has omitted 
to do so he may become liable to his client, in case of loss, for his 
negligence. This is shewn by Oooper v. Stephenson (21 L J. N.S. 
Q. B. 292), where a solicitor was fixed with damages for neglect to 
search in order to ascertain whether a proposed mortgagor had 
taken the benefit of the Insolvent Acts in a case where there 
was some reason to suspect his solvency. Our correspondent 
says that it seems not to be the practice for solicitors in his 
district to make searches; and he may consider that the Jaw, 


as laid down by us, will protect him, on the ground that he has 


only done as others have done. This view is clearly erroneous; 
the meaning of the rule is that a solicitor ought to make those 
searches which ought to be made according to the general practice 
of prudent and careful solicitors. Having regard to the extreme 
severity with which the courts regard misfeasance by a solicitor, 
we even think it possible that, where a search is commonly omitted 
by solicitors, but, owing to the circumstances of the particular 
case it ought to have been made, and the purchaser incurs loss 
owing to the omission to make the search, the court would say that 
it was the duty of the solicitor to have found out that the search 
ought to have been made, end that be must be held responsible for 
not having made it. We earnestly impress on our correspondent 
and his brethren to alter their practice. There may be some cases 
in which the purchase-money is so small as hardly to justify the 
expense of making the proper searches; but even in a case of this 
nature it must be remembered that possibly the property may be 
greatly increased in value at the time when the flaw in the title is 
discovered, and that in the event he might be held liable to the 
amount of the increased value of the property. The express 
authority in writing of the client to the omission of the searches 
should be obtained in these cases. Where the p is of con- 
siderable value there is no excuse for omitting to the searches. 





Tue Covrr or Appzat have affirmed the recent decision of 
Nortn, J., in Re Bracken, Doughty v. Townson (88 Soxtcrrors’ 
Journal, p. 250), that advertisements for creditors’ claims, issued 
by executors under 22 & 23 Vict. c. 35, s. 29, need not, asa 
matter of course, be inserted in any other London paper than the 
London Gazette. The section, which was inserted in the statute 
to give executors a much needed protection against dormant 
claims, provides that where they have given such notices as the 
Court of Chancery would have given in an administration suit, the 
estate may then be safely distributed without their incurring any 
liability to a creditor of whose claim no notice has been received 
at the time of distribution. This method of legislating by 
directing an executor to take the rules of the Court of Chancery 
for his guide may not be very satisfactory, and it assumes some- 


3 
what too readily that they are capable of easy ascertainment. On 
this particular question we believe it has gen been considered 
that where the testator resided in the country it was necessary to 
advertise, not only in the local papers and in the London Gazette, 
but also in some London paper of large circulation, usually the 
Times. This idea is probably based on the remark of Lord Romzty, 
M.R., in Wood v. Weightman (L. R. 18 Eq. 434) that the court 
always required a notice to be inserted in the London Gazette, and 
generally also in the Times, though it is noticeable that here the 
requirement is left optional. Such matters are of course really 
settled by the practice in chambers, and Mr. Justice Norra, upon 
consulting with his chief clerk, decided that there was no absolute 
rule in favour of advertising in the Times. In the present case the 
testator bad lived all his life as a farmer in Lancashire, and his 
executors advertised in three local’ papers and in the London 
Gazette. In the Court of Appeal there was some disposition to 
take the preliminary objection that no appeal would lie, inasmuch 
as Mr. Justice Norru, representing the Court of Chancery, had 
already determined that the notices were such as that court would 
have required, and that consequently the statute had been complied 
with. But, waiving this point, the Lords Justices were clear that 
the question was one peculiarly within the province of the inferior 
judge, and they did not pretend to have themselves any such know- 
ledge of the practice of the Chancery Division as to entitle them 
to interfere with his decision. It appears, therefore, thet where a 
testator has resided and carried on business all his life in the 
say-e ha will generally be safe to omit the usual advertisements 
in the Zimes. 





In tHe case of Re The Combined Weighing and Advertising 
Machine Co. the Court of Appeal followed their previous decision 
in Ohatterton v. Watney (17 Ch. D. 259), that a garnishee order 
does not operate as a transfer of the debt. There is, indeed, 
nothing in the rules of R. 8. C., order 45, to warrant such a su 
sition. The leading provision there is in rule 2, which enacts 
service of the order on the garnishee shall bind the debt in his 
hands, but this clearly only operates by way of charge upon the 
debt, and does not transfer the debt itself so as-to constitute the 
garnishor the creditor of the garnishee. The subsequent pro- 
visions, enabling the garnishor to get execution issued against the 
garnishee, and making payment by the garnishee, or execution 
levied upon him, a valid discharge as against his creditor, add 
nothing to this, but only provide the garnishor with the means of 
making his charge on the debt fruitful. In Chatterton v. Watney 
the matter was associated with the question of the transfer of the 
benefit of securities as well as of the debt, and, as the security was 
leasehold, to have permitted this would have been to give the judg- 
ment creditor a charge upon the land before execution, contrary to 
the provisions of 27 & 28 Vict. c. 112. In the present case the 
point arose without any such complication, the garnishor claiming, 





by virtue of the garnishee order, to be a creditor of the garnishee, 
which was a company, and to be consequently entitled, as such 
creditor, to present a petition for winding it up under section 82 
of the Companies Act, 1862. 





A wickep story is in circulation in the courts with regard to a 
learned county court judge of very pronounced teetotal proclivi'ies. 
In a case which came before him in the early days of his sittings 
the action was by an ancient landlady, afflicted with deafness, for 
a small sum for board and lodging. The defendant admitted the 
debt, when the following conversation is seid to have ensued :— 

Judge to defendant : Well, you know the debt is due, what can 
you pay ? 

Defendant: Halt a crown # month. 

Judge to plaintiff’: What will you take? j 

Plaintiff, with her hand to her ear, and appealing to a sym- 
pathetic bystander: What does he say ? 

Judge, very loud : What will you take? : 

Plaintiff: I am much obliged to your honour, please let it be a 
little gin ’ot. 








The Inne of Court Volunteers were entertained at dinner on Thursday 
the Treasurer and Masters of the Bench of the Hon. Society. of 
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THE TRUSTEE INVESTMENT ACT, 188g. 


Tux public owe a debt of gratitude to the Council of the 
Incorporated Law Seciety for having promoted that useful 
enactment known as the “Trust Investment Act, 1889.” We 
say that the Act is most useful, as it has to a great extent 
relieved trustees from the unpleasant duty of declining to make 
investments which in themselves are safe, but which are not 
authorized by the instrument creating the trust. This remark 
applies particularly to old settlements, and to wills drawn without 
legal advice. We believe that in settlements dated thirty years 
ago and upwards it was the invariable practice to insert a most 
restricted investment clause; in wills drawn by persons devoid of 
legal knowledge an investment clause is invariably omitted 
through ignorance of its importance. In both of these cases the 
Act will be of the greatest utility. 

We request our readers to peruse this article with the Act 
before them. We do not intend to discuss what are the invest- 
ments authorized by the Act; the reader will find them fully 
discussed in the third edition of Mr. Exxis’s excellent little book 
‘* Trustees’ Guide to Investments.”” We wish to call attention to a 
practical difficulty that arises in the working of the Act, and to 
suggest methods of escaping it. 

It will be observed that in some cases, as, for instance, in cases 
falling under section 3 (g) and (7), the right to make the invest- 
ment depends upon whether the company has “ during each of the 
ten years last before the date of investment paid a dividend at” a 
certain ‘‘rate on its ordinary stock.” The question arises—What 
evidence as to this having been done will justify trustees in 
making investments of this nature ? 

It is believed that all railway companies incorporated after 1845 
are subject to the provisions of the Companies Clauses Concolida- 
tion Act, 1845, and that some of the companies incorporated before 
1846 have, by Acts conferring on them further powers, been 
brought under these provisions. The same remarks apply to 
incorporated water companies. 

The Companies Clauses Consolidation Act (8 & 9 Vict. e. 16) 
provides, section 98, that the directors shall cause notes, minutes, or 
copies of the orders and proceedings of all meetings of 
the company . . . to be duly entered in books . . .; that every 
such entry shall be signed by the chairman of the meeting; that 
the entry so signed shall be received as evidence without proof of 
the meeting being convened or held, or of the signature of the 
chairman, or of the fact of his being chairman unless the contrary 
be proved. In cases where the Act applies, the proper manner of 
proving that a dividend was declared is by inspecting the books of 
the company, as copies of the books are not admissible in evidence : 
see Taylor on Evidence, s. 1434. It will be observed that the 
inspection of the books only shews that a dividend was declared, 
it does not prove that it was actually paid, and it appears hardly 
possible to obtain eatisfactory evidence of this fact, except perhaps 
by a declaration from the bankers of the company, a declaration 
which in practice they would decline to give, or by the production 
of the returned dividend warrants. Possibly these may not be 
kept for more than a very limited period, and it would be 
practically impossible for an intending investor to examine 


Where the instrument creating the company does not incor- 
ser the Companies Clauses Consolidation Act, the instrument 
f must be looked at to see what evidence, if any, of the pro- 
ccoedings of the company is prescribed. We believe that many 
Railway and Waterworks Acts passed before 1846 contain pro- 
visions substantially the same as those in the Companies Clauses 
Consolidation Act. 

_ It is pointed out by Mr. Exx1is that some of the railways men- 
tioned r.nder the heading ‘‘ Railways Leased at Fixed Rentals” in 
the London Stock Exchange List are not really “leased” at all. 
This throws great difficulties in the way of trustees ; it is much to 
be wished that the list should be altered and made correct. Prob- 
ably the only safe course for trustees who wish to invest in the 
stock of railway or canal companies leased at a fixed rental is to 

the instrument by which the lease was effected. 
vestments in the debenture or guaranteed stock or B annuities 
of Indian railways can be made after an inspection of the Act 
under which the stock or annuity was created. 
Where an investment is to be made under sub-sections (m) or (n) 





in nominal or inscribed stock it will be necessary to inspect the last 
census return; but it is difficult to say how far such return is con- 
clusive evidence. No doubt the court would hold that a trustee 
was justified in acting upon it. 

Where an investment is to be made under sub-section (m) in 
nominal or inscribed stock issued by commissioners incorporated by 
Act of Parliament for the purpose of supplying water, it will be 
necessary to ascertain that during the last ten years preceding the 
investment the rates levied by the commissioners have not exceeded 
eighty per cent. of the amount authorized by law to be levied. It 
is difficult to say how this fact is to be ascertained. In practice 
a statutory declaration by the clerk to the commissioners may be 
accepted. 

Our readers will see that in all cases where trustees propose to 
make investments under sub-sections (7) to (m) inclusive it will be 
their duty to make an investigation into certain facts which may 
be difficult to prove, and as to which it may, in some cases at least, 
be difficult to retain proof. 

We ought, perhaps, to point out that, even in cases where trus- 
tees obtain strict proof of the facts, it does not follow that when 
they wish to change the investment they may be able to do so 
without serious loss, as it may happen that, at the time when they 
wish to sell, their investment is no longer one that can be accepted 
by trustees owing to a change of facts. Suppose, for instance, 
that where an investment is made in debenture stock of a railway 
company, the dividend on the ordinary stock in any subsequent 
year falls below three per cent., no trustee can invest under the 
powers of the Act for at least eleven years, the result being that 
the stock will be most seriously depreciated. We think it right to 
bring this fact prominently forward, as it is one that ought to be 
taken carefully into consideration by trustees before they make an 
investment of this nature. 

In practice we fear that trustees will, owing to the pressure put 
upon them by their cestui gue trusts to avoid costs, neglect to ob- 
tain strict evidence of the existence of the facts which ought to 
exist at the time when they make investments under the Act. It 
will be observed that the case is different from that of a mortgage, 
where the costs fall on the mortgagor. In all the cases that we 
have mentioned the costs will fall on the settled fund. 

The plan which would be most for the advantage of the public 
would be to establish a register, under the control of some public 
office, probably the Board of Trade, in which, after investigation, the 
names of companies satisfying the prescribed conditions might be 
entered. If this register was revised every quarter, and it was 
enacted that the fact of the name of a company beiag found on the 
register was to be conclusive in favour of trustees, much expense 
to cestui que trusts and risk to trustees would be avoided. 

We are well aware of the difficulty that exists in procuring the 
establishment of a register in a public office, however beneficial 
it would be if established, and however certain it may be that 
it would be self-supporting if a sufficient fee for inspection were 
charged ; for even assuming that no difficulties were raised by the 
office, there is always the risk of its being opposed by the 
Treasury as the guardian of the public purse, We, therefore, 
hardly venture to hope that any such register as we have suggested 
will be established. 

There remains the question whether such a register might not 
be established privately? Two conditions are necessary for the 
success of a register kept by private persons. First, the integrity 
of the persons keeping it must be above suspicion; and, secondly, 
it must be known to the public that these persons are, owing to 
their skill and care, competent to keep it correctly. It appears to 
us that the Council of the Incorporated Law Society fulfil both 
these requirements. We feel certain that if they were to 
establish such a register it would be largely used with great 
advantage to the profession and utility to the public. 

Such a register ought to contain a specific list of all the 
investments which for the time being are authorized for the 
investment of trust funds, and possibly under a separate heading 
all securities which, though not authorized by law, are commonly 
expressly authorized by instruments creating trusts. It would 
greatly add to the utility of euch a register if a reference to the 
statutes, &c., authorizing the creation of each security was added. 
Those of our readers who have had to wade through the Acts 
regulating the affairs of an important railway company or a 
municipal corporation regulated by special Acts in order to 
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discover what borrowing powers it possesses, will perceive what a 
serious waste of time a be obviated by an addition of this 
nature to the register. . 

The expense and trouble of first starting the register would be 
considerable, as highly skilled labour would have to be employed, 
but when it was once started the expense of keeping it up to 
date would be but small. The expense would, we believe, be 
shortly covered by the fees charged for inspection. It may 
be asked what would be the advantage of such a register if the 
right to inspect it was, as it probably would be, confined to 
members of the society? The answer appears to be the follow- 
ing:—The public are constantly deterred from taking the advice 
of their solicitors as to the propriety of making particular invest- 
ments owing to their uncertainty as to the costs; they prefer to 
consult a stockbroker, who is probably ignorant of the law, as 
they have not to pay for his advice. If the register was estab- 
lished, the fee charged by solicitors for stating whether a proposed 
investment was authorized or not would be but small, it probably 
would in practice be one named by the Council, and even if it was 
not as small as we believe it might be, it would be fixed, and 
experience shews that the public has very little dread of a 
lawyer’s bill when it knows beforehand to what it will amount, the 
dreed is of the unknown. 

It is not unlikely that when the register was established it would 
become the practice to insert in instruments creating trusts pro- 
visions indemnifying trustees who made investments on the faith of 
the statements in the register, and even ultimately for legislation 
to this effect to take place. 

We have slready pointed out (33 Soxicrrors’ Jounnat, 754) one of 
the advantages of inserting an investment clause—namely, that it en- 
ables a trustee to know what investments he may make without on 
every occasion having to seek legal advice. There is, however, another 
most important advantage in doing so. It is generally the wish 
of the settlor or testator to enable investments in such securities as 
railway debentures or the guaranteed stock of Indian railways to 
be made without the restrictions contained in the Act; in this case 
it will generally be found that the most convenient course is to 
state expressly what investments are intended to te authorized, 
without excluding those authorized by the Act. There may, 
however, be some cases where brevity is of paramount importance, 
and it is therefore wished not to insert any investment clause, and 
to leave the trustees only the statutory powers. 

Where the statutory powers are relied on, three courses may be 
followed— 

(1) They may be adopted either expressly or by implica- 
tion, without modification. 

(%) They may be adopted with provisions stating what 
evidence the trustees may act upon. 

(3) They may be adopted with some modification, as, for 
instance, with the removal of the restrictions as to a rail- 
way company having paid dividends as provided in the 
Act. 

(1) Adoption of the Act simply.—We most earnestly imprees on 
our readers the impropriety of adopting the provisions of the Act 
without some stipulations as to evidence ; as, unless such stipulations 
are inserted, the expense to the cestui que trusts and the risk to the 
trustees will, as we have pointed out, be considerable. In our 
opinion the only case in which a solicitor is justified in advising 
his client to adopt the Act purely and simply isin the case of a 
mere temporary will, a will which it is believed will never come 
into operation, and which is only made to avoid accident. For 
instance, a young man may have a settlement of personalty to a 
large amount in the usual form made on him on his marriage, 
under which, subject to the interests of his wife and children, the 
property settled on his behalf will revert to him. The only other 
Property that belongs to him may be personal chattels. It may be 

ighly probable that on his father’s death he will become rich, 
and that it will then be proper for him to make an elaborate will. 
Meantime he may wish to make a will merely to save the settled 
property from the operation of the Statutes of Distributions, and 
in this case if he settles it the investments may safely be left to 
the statute. 

(2) Provisions as to evidence.—As we have already pointed out, 
where an investment is to be made under the provisions of the 
Act in the debenture, gueranteed, or preference stock of a railway 
or water company, or in the stock of a railway or canal company 


leased to a railway company, the prop.r course is to examine the 
books of the company for the purpose of ascertaining what 
dividends have been declared during the an ten years. : 
It does not at all follow that the company allow its books to 
be inspected for this purpose by a stranger, and it must be 
remembered that the fact of a dividend having been declared is not 
conclusive, though it renders it highly probable, that it was actually 
paid. The safest course would perhaps be to obtain a statutory 
declaration, or even a letter, from some officer of the company stating 
that he has inspected the books of the company, and that the 
dividends were, as a matter of fact, pai 

would be safe in acting on idence. It 

desirable for companies to make regulations, by bye-law or other- 
wise, authorizing some officer to inspect the books of the company 
and to make the statu 


oe ender wandie a myer a satisfied, when they 
practice people of common are sati when 
make investments, to act on the advice of a banker < 
The following form, to be used when the statutory provisions are 
relied upon, is intended to enable trustees to act on such advice :— 
‘It is hereby agreed and declared that the statement in writing of a 
mentees on of = Sem of Sonia of 6 stg stumee, Yasen, to: ie 
corporated, or thereof 
enier of the London Stock Exchangs, that, to the best of know- 
ledge, information, and belief, any com a OSs an SS oe 


years therein mentioned, paid a di 
mentioned on its stock, shall be conclusive evidence in favour of 


the said trustees that such dividend was actually and that the 
statement in writing of the clerk to any commissioners incorporated 
Act of Parliament for the purpose of water i the 
levied by euch commissioners during each preceding ten 
has not exceeded eighty per cent. of the amount authorized by law to be 
levied shall be conclusiye in favour of the said trustees that 

have not exceeded that amount.’’ 

It will be observed that this form contains the words, ‘ 
the ten years therein mentioned,” instead of the words of the Act, 
‘teach of the ten years last past before the date of the invest- 
ment.”’ The reason for the change is the following : As pointed out 
last week (33 Soxicrrors’ Jovrnat, 789), the words in the Act are 
ambiguous, and the language in the form is intended to allow the 
statement to be so framed as to comply with the requirements of 
the Act, whatever construction the court may place on it. 

(3) Adoption of the Act with modifications.—The modern stan- 
dard form of investment (see 2 K. & E. 435v) authorizes investments 
in debentures or debenture or guaranteed stock of a railway in the 
United Kingdom or India, without reference to the question 
whether the company has paid dividends on its ordinary stock. 
On the other hand, it does not authorize investments on preference 
shares or stock. Having regard, however, to the tendency to 
extend the powers of investment, we think that where it is wished 
to confer the statutory power free from restrictions, so as to make it 
as nearly as possible follow the standard form, the fact of preference 
stock being included in the statutory power may be di 
and that the following may in ordinary cases be safely employed. 

‘*T¢ shall be lawful for the said trustees to make such investments as 
are mentioned in the Trust Investment 1889, s. 3, sub-sections (g), 
(A), (2), [and (n)], notwi that «uch as are mentioned 
in sub-sections (g) and (respectively have not or shall not be paid [and 
notwithstanding that the rates men im sub-section (nm) have exceeded 
or shall exceed the amount therein mentioned] [and to such invest- 
ments as are mentioned in sub-sections (m) and (s), notwithstanding that 
the population mentioned in such sub-sections ively does not 
exceed fifty thousand] [and to make such in as are mentioned 
in sub-sections (g), (i), (4), (2), and (m), free from the restrictions as to price 
mentioned in section 4 of the said Act].” 

It may be a question whether the words given in brackets, 
particularly in the last bracket, ought to be inserted without 
careful consideration. If this clause is used, the suggested pro- 
visions as to evidence may be omitted. 

Investments on mortgages of leaseholds, Colonial Government 
securities, and the bonds, debentures, or mortgages of rates of 
public bodics, which are usually included in the standard form, are 
not authorized by the Act, except as after-mentioned. 

Leasehold mortgages.—The statutory power to invest ‘‘on real 
securities” authorizes an investment in mortgages of leaseholds 
held for an unexpired term of not less than 200 years, not sub- 
ject to a rent exceeding a shilling a year, or to a right of 
redemption, or to a condition of re-entry, except for non-payment 


3 





of rent: See Trustee Act, 1889, 5 9. 
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Colonial Government securities. — Certain India stock is 
authorized by section 3, sub-section (d). : 

Guaran‘ecd railway s‘ock.—Guaranteed India railway stock is 
authorized by section 3, sub-section (4), and possibly the stock 
of a railway leaced at a fixed rental mentioned in section 3, sub- 
section (4), may be considered as guaranteed stock. 

The bonds, debentures, rates, and tolls of public bodies-——Con- 
solidated stock of the Metropolitan Board of Works, stock of the 
London County Council, and debenture stock created by the 
Receiver for the Metropolitan Police District are authorized by 
section 3, sub-section (/). = 

In cases where it is wished to extend the provisions of the Act 
so as to include all investments of the natures above-mentioned 
the following form may be used :— 

“* Tt is hereby declared that the said trustees shall either allow the trust 
premises or any part thereof to remain in the actual state of investment 
thereof so long as they shall think fit, or shall, at their discretion, sell the 
game or any part thereof, and shall invest the moneys produced thereby 
in their names in or upon any investments for the time being authorized 
by law for the investment of trust moneys, or in or upon the Government 
securities of any colony or dependency of the United Kingdom, or in or 
upon the security of leaseholds in England or Wales, or in or upon the 
bonds, debentures, or securities of, or issued by, any public, municipal, or 
local body or authority in the United Kingdom [or any colony or de- 
pendency thereof], or on the security of rates or tolls made or levied by 
such authority.’? Add the provision dispensing with the restrictions contained 
in the Act, 








LOST BANK-NOTES. 


Tue recent decision of the Divisional Court, consistiag of Frerp 
and Mantsry, JJ., in Gillett v. The Bank of England, calls atten- 
tion to the easy procedure that exists for enforcing payment from 
the Bank of England of lost notes, and it should put an end to the 
practice sometimes resorted to by the Bank of investing the money 
instead of paying it over upon a sufficient indemnity. Originally 
there appears to have been considerable doubt as to the proper 
juriediction to which the loser of a bank-note ought to have 
recourse, and it was contended that, as a bank is entitled to in- 
demnity before paying the value of the note, an action against it 
ought to be brought in equity, where alone there existed suitable 
machinery for arranging the nature of the indemnity. There was 
also the analogy of suits in equity upon lost bonds, these being 
rendered necessary by the refusal of common law courts to allow 
an action without profert of the bond. As to the latter point, 
Lord Harpwicxe, C., drew a distinction, in Walmsley v. Child (1 
Ves. sen. 341) and Glyn v. Bank of England (2 Ves. sen. 37), 
between bonds and notes, pointing out that of the latter no profert 
is necessary, and therefore there was no difficulty in obtaining pay- 
ment of them at law, on giving evidence of loss. And as to the in- 
demnity, the same authority seems to have thought that it was 
unnecessary in proceedings at law, though, if an offer of it 
was made by the plaintiff, this would be sufficient to found juris- 
diction in equity. But this view of their jurisdiction, which 
would apparently apply to bills of exchange generally, was not 
taken by the common law courts; and ia particular, as to bills of 
exchange that had been indorsed and then lost by the indorsee, it 
was held that no action would lie against the acceptor. This was 
laid down emphatically by Lord Ettensonoven, C.J., in Pierson v. 
Hutchinson (2 Camp. 211), where he iosisted on the necessity of 
an indemnity, and declared that, as this was a question of which a 
court of law could not judge, the only remedy wasineqnity. Still more 
conclusive in the same direction was Hansard v. Robinson (7 B. & 
C. 90), where Lord Tentexves, C.J., in delivering the judgment of 
the King’s Bench, relied upon the custom of merchants that the 
acceptor, on paying the bill, was entitled to the possession of the 
instrument for his own security as his voucher and discharge pro 
tanto in his account with the drawer. Upon this ground the 
holder of the bill, who had lost it, could not be allowed to sue 
at law, though it was again remarked that, upon tender of suffi- 
cient indemnity to the acceptor, and upon its refusal by him, a suit 
to enforce payment might be brought in equity. 
The tendency of the cases, therefore, was to throw all proceed- 
gs on lost bills of exchange—under which term, in accordance 
with recent legislation, benk-notes may be included—upon courts 
of equity, and the first statute upon the subject had apparently 
same effect. This was 9 & 10 Will. 3, ¢. 17, which provided 
that in case of loss of an inland bill of exchange of £5 and upwards 





before it was overdue, the drawer should be obliged to give another 
bill of the same tenor upon obtaining proper indemnity. This 
requirement of indemnity appears to have made it necessary to 
bring all proceedings on the section in a court of equity. The 
provision has been re-enacted and extended by section 69 of the Bills 
of Exchange Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vict. c. 61), which applies to all 
bills, and is somewhat more specific in its terms, stating that the 
holder at the time of the loss may apply to the drawer for another bill 
of.the same tenor, giving security if required, and that upon the 
drawer’s refusal to give a duplicate bill he may be compelled to do 
so. No provision is made, however, for obtaining an acceptance or 
indorsement over again, though possibly for this purpose recourse 
might be had to the power of the court to order execution of an 
instrument conferred by section 14 of the Judicature Act, 1884 
(47 & 48 Vict. c. 61). 

But the aid of the law is more frequently invoked when a bill 
has become due and when payment of it is sought. The original 
jurisdiction in this case, which, as we have seen, appears to have 
been confined to equity, was conferred upon the superior courts 
generally by rection 87 of the Common Law Procedure Act, 1854 
(17 & 18 Vict. c. 125), and is now extended by section 70 of the 
Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, to all courts and proceedings. 
According to this the court or a judge may order that the loss of a 
bill shall not be set up as a defence to a proceeding upon it, pro- 
vided an indemnity be given to the satisfaction of the court or 
judge against the ciaims of any other persons. Nothing is said 
here as to an offer of indemnity being made before action, but it 
was decided by King v. Zimmerman (L. R. 6 C. P. 466) that this 
is material in considering the question of costs. Wixxs, J., in 
giving judgment in that case, was of opinion that the new power 
conferred by the Common Law Procedure Act was exactly the 
same as that which formerly belonged to courts of equity alone, 
and that in settling the indemnity it was necessary to consider 
what would have been a proper indemnity according to the old 
practice in equity. To be complete this must include the costs to 
which the defendant had been put in defending the action, a pro- 
ceeding perfectly proper on his part as no offer of indemuity bad 
been previously made. 

In Gillett v. The Bank of England the main controversy arose 
over the claim of the Bank to substitute their own procedure for 
that marked out by the statute, and under the peculiar circum- 
stances of the case they appear to have acted not without a certain 
amount of justification. The action was brought against them by 
the administrator of an intestate, who had gone out with a thousand 
pound note in his pocket, had spent the whole day in disreputable 
haunts, and had come home drunk in the evening. The next day 
he discovered that the note had vanished. Upon these facts Mr. 
Justice Denman held that there was no evidence of loss to go toa 
jury; the note might equally well have been stolen. But the 
Divisional Court «ppear to have had different views as to the mean- 
ing of loss, and they held it to be amply proved. Whatever had 
become of the note, it was equally lost as far as the owner was 
concerned, and in the absence of further details this seems to have 
been regarded as enough. There is, of course, almost always a 
possibility that a note, said to have been lost, may have been in 
fact stolen, and this is one of the contingencies which the indemnity 
is designed to cover. The case was, therefore, an ordinary one 
suitable for an indemnity, but this the Bank had refused to hear 
of, and, in spite of some preliminary negotiations, they had declined 
to take the security of the plaintiff's solicitor or of any person what- 
ever. Instead of this they stated their willingness to follow what they 
characterized as their usual practice in such cases, and to invest 
the money, paying the interest to the children of the intestate for 
their lives. This conduct was defended on the ground that the 
statute was in ite terms not absolute, but left it to the discretion of 
the court or judge to put the section in force or not as might be 
thought proper. The contention, of course, is true enough, 
though in the view of the court it was not applicable to the case 
in hand. As the loss was proved to their satisfaction, it was im- 
material that the Bank had refused to believe it and uct upon it. 
But what seemed most to impress the judges was the fact that the 
Bank were trying to set up a practice of their own in opposition 
to that laid down by the law, and the manner in which they 
expressed themselves upon its impropriety, notwithstanding the 
circumstances under which the note had been lost, will probably 
prevent any recurrence to it in the future, 
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THE WORK OF THE COURTS IN 1887—1888. 
Zz, 
CHANCERY DIVISION, 


THE returns recently published are for the year ending the 3lst of 
October, 1888, and in the following remarks are referred to as of the 

ear 1888, and those of the previous year as 1887. In the Chancery 

ivision there were at the commencement of the year 764 actions for 
trial, motions for judgment, special cases, and further considerations 
set down in the books as against 744 in the year 1887. During the 
year 1,861 were set down as against 2,134 in 1887 ; the number heard 
was 1,162 as against 1,366, and 764 remained at the end of the year, 
699 having been otherwise disposed of. It will be observed that there 
is a decrease in the number of the cases, both as regards those set down 
and those disposed of. This is supposed to be partly due to the more 
extended jurisdiction of the county courts. In addition to these 
cases there is a vast amount of interlocutory work done by the courts, 
which is best estimated by the number of orders drawn up. Includ- 
ing 13,130 orders of an interlocutory nature, there were 13,570 orders 
drawn up in 1888 as against 14,332 in 1887. The judges of the 
Chancery Division sat on 1,019 days, and the Court of Appeal on 203 
days, being in the aggregate 12 days less than in 1887. There were 
257 cases referred to the conveyancing counsel of the court as against 
251 in 1887, and the official referees had 138 cases sent to them, 
being 34 more than in 1887. 

Chancery chambers.—There were issued in 1888 25,220 summonses, 
of which 3,721 were to originate proceedings; in 1837 the total 
number of summonses issued was 25,434, and of this number 3,473 
were originating summonses. On these summonses 20,078 orders were 
made in 1888, and 19,461 in 1887, Besides the work of hearing and 
disposing of these summonses, there were brought into chambers for 
prosecution 2,528 orders made in court, including 124 for the winding 
up of companies; in 1887 the orders so brought in for prosecution 
numbered 2,668, and included 129 for the winding up of companies. 
The prosecution of these orders involved adjudication on 14,689 
debts, amounting in the aggregate to £2,486,374, and the distribu- 
tion of dividends to creditors to the amount of £628,693; it also 
entailed the passing of 2,761 accounts, and the sale of 648 estates. 
At the end of the year there were 806 orders for the winding up of 
oe pending, whereas at the end of 1887 the noha was 


Central Ofice.—The masters of the Supreme Court make returns of 
all proeeedings instituted in all divisions of the Supreme Court, but 
there is a separate return as to proceedings in the Chancery Division. 
From this it appears that 3,433 writs were issued and 3,771 originat- 
ing summonses issued during the year, as against 3,772 and 
3,512 in 1887, In the Filing and Record Department of the Central 
Office a large mass of documents was filed, including 3,298 certifi- 
cates of chief clerks, 4,081 certificates of taxing masters, 6,450 certi- 
ficates of the Paymaster-General, 120 reports of official and special 
referees, 854 sets of depositions, and others too numerous to mention. 
The fees received by the examiners of the court amounted to £2,775, 
as against £2,328 in 1887. 

Chancery registrars.—There were 942 petitions in causes and 
matters presented during the course of the year, besides 959 petitions 
of course. In this department there is a small decrease, the numbers 
in the previous year having been 1,028 and 1,037. 

Taxing masters.—References to the taxing masters for the taxation 

of bills of costs numbered 5,642, of which 396 were in lunacy cases; 
in 1887 the total number of references was 5,257. There isa + are 
both in the amount of the costs taxed and in the amount of fees 
received, there being a reduction in the one case from £1,148,651 
to £1,087,979, and in the other from £30,311 to £28,895. 
_ Masters and registrars in lunacy.—100 commissions in lunacy were 
issued during the year 1888, and 148 bonds and recognizances were 
taken from committees and receivers of lunatics’ estates; £733,175 
were received, and £637,609 disbursed in respect of lunatics, as shewn 
by the accounts of committees and receivers, and the percentage on 
lunatics’ estates realized £21,683. Under orders of the court 
£130,284 in cash and £583,171 stock were transferred into court, 
me £49,142 in cash and £991,353 stock were transferred out of 
co ie 

Assistant-Paymaster-General.—The Paymaster of the Supreme 
Court had 40,233 accounts open for all divisions of the Supreme 
Court on the 29th of February, 1888, up to which date his return is 
made. The amount standing in court to these accounts ccnsisted 
of £70,012,825 in securities and £3,293,033 in cash. On the 28th of 
Feb . 1887, the fund in court consisted of £70,960,111 in securi- 
ties and £3,052,678 in cash. During the year ending the 29th of 
Feb: » 1838, £9,673,616 were paid into court, and £9,909,260 
were paid out by means of 65,983 cheques. 


QUEEN's Benon Division. 
Orown Ofice—Under the peouliar jurisdiction, on the Crown side, 


of the Queen’s Bench Division, felonies, misdemeanours, 
conspiracies, assaults, nuisances, and other misdemeanours are 


Bench Division. For such offences eleven persons were tried and 
convicted in this division in 1888. 

Central Office—Writs of summonses were issued to the number of 
46,001 in 1888, as against 47,003 in 1887; 99 actions were brought 
from district registries. Judgment was entered in 24,162 cases and 
15,136 executions issued, as compared with 24,388 judgments and 
15,483 executions in 1887 ; and 920 cases were referred to the masters. 
the number in 1887 having been 814. Although all these numbers 
shew a decrease in 1888 from those of 1887, the fees taken amounted 
to £6,369 more in 1888 than in 1887, the amounts being £120,942 and 
£114,573. The bills of costs taxed numbered 9,445. 

Associates.—The returns from the Associates’ Department for 1888 
shew that in London there were 1,020 remanets from the previous 
year, and that 2,609 actions were entered during the year, and that 
1,501 cases were tried. At Nisi Prius there were 1,250 cases entered 
for trial and 790 were tried, the rest em | made remanets or other- 
wise disposed of. Of the 1,501 cases tried in London, 991 resulted in 
a verdict for the plaintiff and 379 for the defendant, and of the 
remainder 36 were sent to the official referees. 

Judgments entered (Central Office) There were 24,162 judgments 
entered up in the Queen’s Bench Division, more than half of which— 
viz., 12,506—were on affidavit of service in default of appearance, and 
6,190 were under order 14. Amongst others, we note 81 judgments 
on reports of official referees. Of the 15,136 executions issued, 14,579 
were by writ of fier facias, 475 by writ of possession, and 82 by writ 
of elegit. 

Seg chambers. —Summonses were issued to the number of 39,559, 
and 44,359 orders made in chambers. : 

District registries.—According to an abstract of the proceedings in 
the offices of the 80 district registries for the year 1888, there were 
29,293 writs of summonses issued, as compared with 30,323 in 1887, 
and of the former number 260 actions were transferred to London. 
Ten thousand six hundred and sixty-eight judgments were entered, 
and 6,401 executions issued. The applications by summons in 
chambers amounted to 8,342, and leave to defend was given in 6,400 
cases. In 258 actions the cases were sent.to county courts. To the 
29,293 writs issued only 7,770 appearances were entered, so that the 
establishment of district registries by this fact receives a testimony 
of its usefulness in relieving the Supreme Court from many proceed- 
ings which have only to be commenced in order to bring about a 
settlement. The fees taken in district registries amounted to £33,462, 
as compared with £33,812 in 1887. . 

Sittings in banco.—Proceedings at the sittings in banco relate to 
business on the revenue side of the court as well as to other pro- 
ceedings, and were as follows :—Causes by English information, 1 ; 
cases as to income tax, &c., 12; appeals against assessment to succes- 
sion and corporation duties, 2; motions, 11. 








LEGISLATION OF THE YEAR. 
WEIGHTS AND MEASURES, 
(WEIGHTs AND MEASURES am. 1889 (52 Vier, c. 21), Part I, 
88. 


The long series of modern statutes relating to weights and 


measures, which commenced in 1795, were repealed and, with some 
slight amendments, consolidated and re-enacted by the Weights and 
Measures Act, 1878 (41 & 42 Vict. c. — Into this, which is called 
the principal Act, the present Act introduces a considerable number of 
important alterations, which may be conveniently treated under the 
following heads :— ; : : 

1, Imperial measures.—The only part relating to these is section 5 
(a), which repeals section 16 of the principal Act. This required that 
the bushel for the sale of lime, fish, potatoes, fruit, and other goods 
formerly sold by heaped measure should be of a definite e—vizZ., 
a hollow cylinder having a plane base, and with an internal 
double the internal depth. There appears to be now, therefore, no 
restriction upon its shape. 


} 


standards, and local standards. The firs' 
section 6 contains an important provision that the Board of Trade 
may cause such new denominations of —_ a ewe ae 
of electricity, temperature, pressure, or gravities pear 

to be nirod for ghe use of trade, to be made and duly verified, and 
these, when approved by the Queen in Council, are to be deemed 
Boord of Trade standards, as though they had been mentioned in the 
second schedule of the principal Act. As to are 
two wisioms. The fest is Conigned te Sealitiete Se we ee, Leah 
cantandn Under section 38 of the principal Act it is already lawful 
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to use them for purposes of science and manufacture, though not in 
ordinary trade transactions, and the Board of Trade may verify 
standards of this nature submitted to them for the purpose. Section 
2 of the present Act provides for their local verification as well, and 
the Board of Trade may, at the expense of the local authority, 
deposit for this purpose with any inspector of weights and measures 
copies of the metric standards in their custody. Section 7 relates to 
local standards generally, and provides that the working standards 

ided by local authorities for the use of their officers may also be 
used for the verification of weights and measures. 

3. Administration.— Under this head fall sections 10, 16, and 17. 
The first of these provides for the more effectual carrying out of the law 
by enabling the Board of Trade to appoint officers to hold local inquiries 
into the manner in which it is administered within the jurisdiction of 
any local authority. The appointment is to be made either on the 
application of the local authority or otherwise, but with the concur- 
rence of the Treasury. Sub-sections (3), (4), and (5) relate to the 
conduct of the inquiry, the report made thereon, and to the remuner- 
ation of the officer and the payment of the costs generally. The 
other two sections relate to the administration of the law within the 
county and the city of London. Section 16 confers upon the London 
County Council sole authority, within the whole of the county of 
London, exclusive of the City of London, to appoint inspectors of 
weights and measures ; existing inspectors are to become officers of 
the council, and, if removed by it, are to be treated for the purpose 
of com tion as existing officers under the Local Government Act, 
1888 (51 & 52 Vict. c. 41). In the City of London, under section 17, 
no one need have his weights or measures stamped by more than one 
authority, an anomaly which appears to have been possible under the 
saving of ancient rights to the mystery of Founders and to the 
Corporation of the City of London contained in sections 67 and 68 of 
the principal Act. 

4. Punishment of offences.—This is dealt with by sections 3, 4, and 
14, Under sections 25 and 26 of the principal Act the penalty for 
using or possessing unjust weights or measures, and for being a party 
to the use of the same, is five pounds for a first offence and ten for a 
second. In the latter case this is now increased, by section 3 of the 
present Act, to twenty pounds. Moreover, section 4 provides that 
upon @ second or subsequent offence, where committed with an intent 
to defraud, the offender shall be liable, in addition to or in lieu of any 
fine, to be imprisoned, with or without hard labour, for a term not ex- 
ceeding two months. By section 14 the court may cause any convic- 
tion to be published in such manner as it thinks desirable. 

5. Stamping and verification of weights and measures.—The principal 
Act, though specific as to the stamping and verification of weights 
and measures, does not appear to have included weighing machines 

y. This omission is remedied by section 1 of the present Act, 
which in four sub-sections places such instruments under the general 
law. The definition clause, section 35, makes them include scales, 
with the weights belonging thereto, scale-beams, balances, spring- 
balances, steelyards, weighing machines, and other instruments used 
for weighing. Section 15 applies all the provisions of the principal 
Act and the present Act as to the verification of local and working 
standards to the standards used by any local authority in testing gas- 
meters. Section 5 (b) repeals section 46 of the principal Act, which 
gave power to stamp measures made partly of metal and partly of 
glass. And sections 8 and 13 relate to the fees to be taken by the Board 
of Trade, and by inspectors of weights and measures respectively. 
As to the former, they may take, for the verification of weights and 
measures, such fees as may be from time to time approved by the 
soars Ae to the latter, schedule five of the principal Act, which 
has hi to regulated the fees to be taken for verification and 
stamping, is repealed, and is replaced by the first schedule of the 
any Act. Cases not there provided for may be regulated by the 

in Council on the representation of the Board of Trade. 

6. Inspectors.—Important changes under this head are contained in 
sections 9, 11,and 12. Under section 9 the local authority having power 
to appoint inspectors may, with the approval of the Board of Trade, 
make general regulations for their guidance— (a) in regard to the pro- 
cedure to be observed in the stamping and verification of weights and 
meseurer, including the prohibition of stamping in cases where 
the material or mode of construction appears likely to facilitate the 
commission of fraud, and (b) in regard to the inspection of weights 
snd measures. By sub-section 2 the Board of Trade may require the 
local authority to alter or rescind any regulations, and in default may 
alter or rescind them itself. Section 11 provides for the holding of 
examinations by the Board of Trade to ascertain whether inspectors 
have sufficient practical knowledge for the proper performance of 
their duties and for the granting of certificates. The obtaining of a 
certificate is to be obligatory on persons appointed after the com- 
mencement of the Act. By section 12 an inspector is not, during his 
term of office, to derive any profit from making, adjusting, or sling 

is and measures, except that, on the representation of a 
, the Board of Trade may authorize an inspector to be an 
adjuster of weights and measures. 





In the above claesification we have followed Mr. Whiteley’s useful 
work on the Law relating to Weights and Measures. 








REVIEWS. 
COUNTY COURT PRACTICE. 


ARcHBOLD’s CounTY CouRT PRACTICE: INCLUDING THE JURISDIC- 
‘TION IN ADMIRALTY AND BANKRUPTOY; CONTAINING THE 
County Courts Act, 1888; a TABLE OF REFERENCE TO THE 
CONSOLIDATED ACTS, TOGETHER WITH THE RULES AND FORMS; 
AND OTHER ACTS RELATING TO THE JURISDICTION OF COUNTY 
Courts. WITH PRACTICAL NOTES THROUGHOUT. TENTH 
EDITION, ENTIRELY RE-WRITTEN AND RE-ARRANGED. By 
C. ARNOLD WHITE, B.A., Barrister-at-Law. Shaw & Sons. 


Perhaps the best commentary on this work is that it amply fulfils 
the promise of the title-page, and supplies, in not too large a volume, 
a comprehensive manual of county court practice. Since the previous 
edition the consolidating Act of 1888 has been passed, and this has 
made possible a total re-arrangement of the book. Instead of digest- 
ing the various Acts into a systematic treatise, it is now possible, and 
of course preferable, to take the text of the new Act as its basis and 
to comment upon the sections successively. After a brief but clearly 
written introduction, in which the changes in the law are pointed 
out, the Act and the rules of the present year, together with the 
forms and other matters, are given in Part I. This occupies the 
greater portion of the book. The actual text of the Act and of the 
rules is printed in excellent type, and reference to it is easy. As 
for the notes appended by the editor, these have been compiled with 
much care. To a large extent, of course, they consist of cross- 
references to other sections and rules, and no pains have been spared 
in inserting these wherever necessary. But where the wording of a 
section can be illustrated by previous judicial decisions these are fully 
given, together with such comments on the substantive law as 
appear to be useful. An example of this treatment will be found in 
thé notes to section 74, which defines the court in which an action 
can be commenced (p. 79). The editor introduces also general 
matters of practice which may assist the practitioner; and at page 88 
there are some good notes on the examination of witnesses. After 
the rules come the County Court Forms, 1889, the scales of costs and 
court fees. Part I. is thus a compendious and useful manual of 
ordinary county court practice. Parts II. to VI. include 
the jurisdiction in special matters, commencing with probate 
and admiralty jurisdiction. The most elaborate is Part IV., 
which deals with jurisdiction in bankruptcy. This is so 
important a part of county court practice that the editor has 
printed the Bankruptcy Act of 1883 in full, with a considerable 
number of notes. Probably this is a mistake, and it would have 
been better to have left the subject to the regular text-books. The 
theoretical completeness of the book might have been thereby sacri- 
ficed, but this would have been compensated by the material 
reduction in its size. Moreover, in incorporating such a large and 
very special branch of law the editor increases the liability to fall 
into error, and we notice a curious example of this under section 55, 
sub-section (6). There Lx parte Turquand (14 Q. B. D. 405) is 
quoted for the proposition that a landlord has not such an interest 
in disclaimed leasehold property as to be entitled to apply for a 
vesting order; and the subsequent recommendation to the reader to 
“see too” Ex parte Shilson (20Q. B. D. 343) and Ex parte Cloth- 
workers’ Co. (21 Q. B. D. 475) hardly gives the impression that 
these cases entirely overrule the law as thus laid down in the text. 
At the same time, the statements of bankruptcy law are, in general, 
accurate enough. Parts V. and VI. give the jurisdiction under 
various special Acts, including the Employers’ Liability Act, and a 
number of statutes to which reference may have to be made are 
printed in the appendix. This edition will be found, no less than 
its predecessors, a safe guide in county court business. 





INTERNATIONAL LAW. 


SELECTED CAsEs, STATUTES, AND ORDERS ILLUSTRATIVE OF THE 
PRINCIPLES OF PRIVATE INTERNATIONAL Law As ADMINISTERED 
IN ENGLAND, WITH A COMMENTARY. By Horace Netson, M.A, 
B.C.L., Barrister-at-law. Stevens & Sons (Limited) 


This book does for private international law what has been done 
for equity and for common law by White and Tudor and by Smith, 
bat, as its subject is more restricted, it is able to bring all that is 
required within a convenient compass. Strictly speaking, of course, 
the subject is co-extensive with the range of private law generally, 
but the topics which ene Pg up for di ion, such as domicile, 
marriage, wills of movea and immoveables, contract, &., are 
comparatively few in number, and the author has sufficiently illus- 
trated them by twenty-four leading cases, The selection has been 








889. 
See 
y’s useful 


URISDIC- 
NG THE 

TO THE 
Fors ; 
CouNnTY 

TENTH 
» By 
ns, 


y fulfils 
volume, 
previous 
this has 
 digest- 
ble, and 
asis and 
Clearly 
pointed 
ith the 
vies the 
l of the 
sy. As 
od with 
' cross- 
spared 
ig of a 
e fully 
law as 
und in 
action 
zeneral 
age 88 
After 
its and 
ual of 
nclude 
robate 
4 ” 
is 80 
or hag 
erable 
have 
The 
sacri- 
iterial 
e and 
0 fall 
on 55, 
05) is 
terest 
for a 
er to 
"loth- 
that 
text. 
neral, 
inder 
ind a 

> are 
than 


THE 
ERED 
LA, 


done 
aith, 
at is 
arse, 


cile, 

are 
llus- 
een 





Nov, 2, 1889. 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAI, 9 








judiciously made, two or three cases being sometimes given to illustrate 
the different ts of the point under discussion, and the case or 
group of cases is followed by a well condensed and clearly written 
commentary. Here the plan of the work does not easily lend itself to 
systematic treatment, but the author gives such assistance to the 
reader as he can by dividing from other the various topics 
that arise and marking the headings in bold type. Where, however, 
a better arrangement is possible, and will facilitate the understanding 
of the subject, he does not fail to adopt it. Space is saved by 
omitting the details of the cases, other than the leading cases, 
referred to, and the principles to be derived from them are alone 
given. As far as we have been able to test, this has been done with 
great fulness and accuracy. Care has been taken to bring the 
authorities down to the latest possible date, and accordingly we find 
that reference is made to Re Duncan and Lawson (37 Ww R. 524) as 
to the devolution of English leaseholds upon a Scotch intestacy, and 
Re Missouri Steamship Co. (37 W. R. 696) as to the law governing a 
shipping contract, cases which were decided in April and May 
respectively of the present year. Since the publication of the book 
there has also been the important decision of Russell v. Cambefort & 
Co (37 W. R. 701) that R. 8. C. ord. 9, r. 6, does not apply to 
foreign partnerships. This overrules 0’ Neil v. Clason (46 L. J. Q. B. D. 
191), referred to by Mr. Nelson at p. 417. In addition to the cases, 
the book contains the chief statutes pertinent to the subject, such as 
the Foreign Wills Acts (24 & 25 Vict. cc, 114, 121), the Territorial 
Waters Jurisdiction Act, 1878 (41 & 42 Vict. c. 73), the International 
Copyright Act, 1886 (49 & 50 Vict. c. 33), as well as the orders and 
conventions relating to them. Altogether it will be found a valuable 
and convenient companion to the ordinary text books, and may be 
safely relied upon as containing clear and accurate statements of the 
law upon the matters with which it deals. 





COMPANY LAW. 


A TREATISE ON THE LAW oF CoMPANIES, CONSIDERED AS A BRANCH 
OF THE LAW OF PARTNERSHIP. FirtH EpITION. By the Right 
Honourable Sir NATHANIEL LINDLEY, LL D., one of the Lords 
Justices of Her Majesty’s Court.of Appeal. Assisted by WALTER 
B. Liypiey, M.A., and Wizr1am OC, Gutu, M.A., Barristers: at- 
Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


The severance of Lord Justice Lindley’s work on Partnership into 
two parts has necessitated the re-arrangement and re-writing of a 
considerable part of the present volume. This is fortunate for the 
reader, for it has enabled one of the highest authorities on the 
subject to develop and recast the portions of the work relating to 
such important subjects as fraudulent prospectuses, borrowing money, 
and the duties uf promoters, in the light of the most recent decisions. 
One exception should be made to this observation, for, on page 89, 
the decision of the Court of Appeal in Peek v. Derry (37 Ch. D. 541) 


is still set out as *‘ the case which goes furthest in imposing liability | P’ 


for misrepresentations.”” This, however, of course, arises from the 
work being printed before the appeal was heard by the House of 
Lords, and due notice is given in the “‘ Additions and Corrections” 
that the case was under appeal. The mode in which the decision of 
the Court of Appeal in this case, however, is treated illustrates one 
difficulty in the editing of text-books by eminent judges. The bare 
facts and decision are stated, but the decision is not di , and 
this is characteristic of the book. One wants constantly to know 
what is Lord Justice Lindley’s opinion of a case, but, as the writer 
may himself have to sit in judgment upon the doctrine involved, he is 
pompenty cautious in committing himself. He will tell you most clearly 
and accurately what the cases have decided, and he will deduce with 
admirable lucidity the principles which result from them, but here he 
stops. We are very grateful, however, for the help thus given. Take 
the question of directors’ qualification shares—at pp. 792—4 we have a 
series of rules stating with great terseness and accuracy the infer- 
ences to be drawn from the cases, and these rules are followed by 
two tables, containing respectively the cases in which directors were 
held not to be contributories in respect of their qualification shares, 
and cases in which they were held to be such contributories. Another 
example is to be found on p 91, where the result of the decisions on 
section 38 of the Companies Act, 1867, as to fraudulent prospectuses 
is very neatly summed up in four rules. Here we observe with joy 
that the learned writer does not consider himself bound to abstain 
from criticizing Acts of Parliament. He speaks of the Act under 
discussion as ‘‘ this extremely ill-expressed enactment,” and says that 
the statute is ‘very badly worded . . . the information required 
to be given is practically worthless; the Act only requires dates and 
names to be given; the nature and effect of the contracts to be referred 
to need not be stated ; but it is obvious that this is most material to 
be known.” It is, moreover, well to know, on the authority of the 
Lord Justice, that the now common practice of inserting in - 
spectuses a clause waiving the section is of ‘‘ very oubtful ” 





WINDING UP. 


THE PRACTICE AND FoRMS IN WINDING uP CompPanizs. A Con- 
CISE AND PRACTICAL TREATISE UPON THE LAW AND PRACTICE 
RELATING TO THE WINDING UP OF COMPANIES FROM THE 
CoMMENCEMENT OF THE WINDING-UP PROCEEDINGS TO DissoLv- 
TION, WITH A CHAPTER ON RECONSTRUCTION, &C. By ALFRED 
EmveEn, Barrister-at-Law. Tuirp Eprrron. William Clowes & 
Sons (Limited). 

The speedy appearance of a third edition of this work, only some 
eighteen an after the second, amply justifies the opinion we 
gave in our last review. We then attention to the complete- 
ness with which it bad been prepared, noting especially the clearness 
of exposition and arrangement and the practical directions given in 
each chapter and marked special type, as well as the numerous 
other matters in which help was given to the reader both by author 
and printer. In the present edition no material change has been 
made, but some new forms for reconstruction have been added, and, 
of course, the recent cases are referred to. It does not appear, how- 
ever. to have been possible to incorporate the decision of the House 
of Lords in Peek v. Derry, and consequently the paragraph on the 
personal liability of directors (at p. 384) remains substantially 
unaltered. In connection with this a very useful classification is 
given of all the cases bearing on the subject, and there is a still more 
elaborate one on the liability of contributories (p. 281). But these 
are only specimens of the care and labour which the author has 
devoted to his work. As we said before, it is an admirable specimen 
of a treatise for practical use. 





CHITTY’S INDEX. 


Curtry’s INDEX TO ALL PHE REPORTED OASES DECIDED IN THE 
SEVERAL Courts oF Equity In ENGLAND, THE Privy Covunocr, 
AND THE Hous: oF LORDS; WITH A SELECTION OF IRISH CASES 
ON OR RELATING TO THE PRINCIPLES, PLEADING, AND PRACTICE 
oF EQUITY AND BANKRUPTOY FROM THE EARLIEST PERIOD. The 
Fourrts Eprrion, wholly revised, re-classified, and brought down 
to the end of the year 1883. By Henry Epwarp Hirst, B.0.L., 
M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Vol. 8. Stevens & Sons (Limited); Sweet 
& Maxwell (Limited). 

The present volume of this index is specially valuable for the head of 

‘* Will,” which occupies over 500 pages, and contains the decisions on 

the construction of wills under no fewer than seventy leadi: 

heads, with v numerous sub- We have tested this 


portion of the index ee aes , ‘and have found no difficulty in 
reaching the classes of cases we have sought for, and have also 


found their effect quite sufficiently stated for the purposes of a digest. 
The advan of such a clasiied collection of ages to the practi 
tioner who constantly to advise on the construction of wills 


must be obvious. In addition to this, and many other headings, the 
resent volume contains a large list of addenda classified so as to be 


as 
added to the previous volumes; bringing down volume 1 to the end 
of 1883 in accordance with the scheme of the edition ; and also a 


expressly doubted, overruled, followed, or otherwise commented on. 
We presume that the next volume, completing 1 

the table of cases, which is not the least valuable part of a digest, 
since the experienced searcher almost as often looks for the cases 
relating ta a doctrine under the name of a leading case as under the 


head of the doctrine itself. 





MEW’S CONSOLIDATED DIGEST. 

A DiGcEst oF ALL THE REPORTED DEcISIONS OF THE SUPERIOR 
Courts FROM 1884 TO 1888 INCLUSIVE, TOGETHER WITH A SELEC- 
TION FROM THOSE OF THE IrIsH Courts. By JoHN Mews, 
Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited) ; Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). 

This work is an indis ble companion to the new edition of 
Chitty’s Digest, which ends with 1883, and also to Fisher’s Digest, 
ending with the same year. The headings are very well arranged, and 
the type affords every assistance to search. Anyone who compares 
the synopsis of the heading ‘‘ Company” in the present volume with 
the list of sub-heads under that general heading in the last Law 
Reports Consolidated Index will see at once the in ease of 
shames which orderly arrangement may make. Moreover, we do 
not find in Mr. Mew’s digest such eccentric headings as ‘‘ Bed of 
River, Right to Half”; ‘‘ Butter. See Margarine” ; “Clock. See 
Church Building Acts”; ‘‘Manxman”’; “Riot of February, 1886,’ 
which occur in the Law Reports Index The work appears to us to be 


exceedingly well done. 


NEW EDITIONS OF STANDARD WORKS. 
Prrnoretes oF Contract. Firra Eprrion, By Sir FRepErick 
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Potxock, Bart., Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons | onsen sg The 
author has added to this edition a new chapter headed “Duties under 
Contract,”’ dealing with the interpretation of contracts with regard 
to extrinsic evidence, customs of the country, trade usages, &c., order 
and mutuality of performance, and default in instalments of discon- 
tinuous performance. The whole book has also been carefully revised. 


Browne’s LAw AND PRACTICE oF DIvoRcE AND MATRIMONIAL 
Causes. Fuirrn Epirion. By the late GrEoRGE Browne, Esq., 
Q.C., and L. D. Pow1zs, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell; 
Stevens & Sons (Limited). This is not so much a new edition as a new 
work based on Mr. Browne’s book. The recent cases are added, and 
the editor has supplied a chapter on the Legitimacy Declaration Act, 
1858, containing that Act and the decisions upon it. 


THE INTOXICATING Liquor LicENsiING Acts, 1872, 1874. SEVENTH 
Epirion. By JAMEs PATERSON, Esq., M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Shaw 
& Sons. Mr. Paterson says, with justice, that the cases on the 
Licensing Acts have never been so numerous as in the short interval 
since the publication of the last edition of his work. Their effect 
will be found very well set out in the notes to this, which is certainly 
one of the most handy and convenient of guides to the licensing law. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
A PRACTISING SOLICITOR, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


_ Sir,—The commentary in your last week’s paper on the ‘“‘ Commis- 
sioners for Oaths Act, 1889,” starts the inquiry as to when a solicitor 
legally ceases to practise as one. If, as I believe it is commonly 
thought, a solicitor “practises” only whilst he holds a stamped 
certificate for the time being in force, it follows that a solicitor 
appointed as commissioner since the Judicature Act, 1873, under the 
form of commission then adopted and still used, authorizing him to 
he ‘‘a commissioner to administer oaths . - 80 long as he 
shall continue to practise as a solicitor,” is authorized as such during 
such time only as his certificate is in force. 

A solicitor’s annual certificate expires on the 15th of December, and if 
not stamped by that day it takes effect, as regards the qualification to 
practise, only on and after the day it is actually stamped; and the 
question is whether, if such a commissioner, through accident or 
otherwise, omits to renew his annual certificate until, say, the 17th of 
December, and swears a deponent to an affidavit on the 16th of 
December, perjury could be successfully assigned, if occasion arose, 
upon such affidavit. This appears to turn upon the fact whether 
the solicitor was in practice on the supposed 16th of December— 
viz., on the day he was so uncertificated. The question is an important 
one, for, as is well known, a good many solicitors put off the renewal of 
their certificates to the last day for properly doing so, and a large 
number delay it even for weeks, if not sometimes months, beyond 
the 15th of December, in the meantime going on as before, and 
doubtless swearing many affidavits without a thought or the know- 
“a. of the possible consequences. 

e Attorneys and Solicitors Act, 1874, s. 12, only imposes 
penalties on persons for acting as duly qualified solicitors, and does 
not invalidate acts done by them ; and for the purposes of the section 
a duly qualified solicitor is defined to be one who at the time he acts 
as an attorney or solicitor holds a duly stamped certificate authorizing 
him to do so. 

My own idea is that a solicitor by omitting to renew his certificate 
by the 15th of December does not necessarily cease to practise. That 
he may incur oe for acting as a solicitor, and be unable to re- 
cover costs whilst uncertificated, is one thing, but that he cannot during 
such time validly administer an oath (of course assuming his original 
valid appointment as a commissioner) is quite another thing. 

The Law List, as at present published, does not help one for about 
ten weeks in every year ; for, as certificates expire on the 15th of 
December, and the Law List is not published until about the first 
week in March of the year following, there is no way of ascertaining 
during that interval if a solicitor has renewed his certificate, except 
by al delay and expense of a search in the Registry Office in 

n 


The question can easily be set at rest in the case of future 
gee ge if the commission is enlarged by altering the words 
us: “ for and during such time and times as he shall hold a duly 
stamped certificate for the time being in force authorizing him to 
practise as a solicitor” ; which fact could always, if necessary, be 
ascertained by searching the register; and with the view of setting 
the question at rest and so removing all doubt, I commend the 
matter to the attention of the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society U. K. to communicate with the Lord Chancellor thereon. 
The matter does not affect the older members of the profession who, 
like myself, were appointed before 1873 as masters extraordinary in 
chancery or commissioners of the old courts of Queen’s Bench, 





Common Pleas, and Exchequer, such commissions being for one’s 
lifetime, the only limitation being ‘‘so long as it shall please us,” 
without reference to whether one is in practice or not. 

In conclusion, let me express the -hope that, by rule or order or 
otherwise, the present long pea of ‘‘ a commissioner to adminis- 
ter oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature” may be shortened to 
that of ‘‘a commissioner for oaths” only. The judges and masters 
never add any description after their names; if they had to do so, like 
solicitors, this reform, or even a relapse to the old ‘‘a commissioner, 
&ce,” would long ago have been brought about. JoHN MILLER. 

Bristol, October 24. 





SEARCHES FOR INCUMBRANCES, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—We are informed that ‘‘a solicitor for his own security should 

- omit to make the usual searches ” unless authorized in writing to 
0 sO. 

During the last twelve years, in my late principal’s and my own 
offices, I have had a i F experience in conveyances and mortgages 
of freehold and leasehold property, but not in any single instance has 
any one of the “‘ usual searches ” been made; in fact, the practice in 
my district. seems to be not to make them. 

My experience, therefore, in the matter of searches is practically nil, 
and, in common with many others, I should like to have pointed out 
the risks which a solicitor runs by omitting to make these searches in 
dealing with freeholds and leaseholds respectively, GLENDOWER. 

October 26. . 

[See observations under head of ‘‘ Current Topics.”"—Eb. 8, J. ] 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal, 


GUARDIANS OF WEST DERBY UNION v. GUARDIANS OF ATCHAM UNION 
—No. 1, 25th and 26th October. 


SerrteMENT—RemMOvAL—D1vipep Parisues Act (39 & 40 Vicr. c. 61), 8. 35. 


This was an appeal from the decision of a divisional court (Field and 
Wills, JJ.) which had stood over for the decision of the case of 
Reigate Union v. Croydon Union (53 J. P. 580) in the House of Lords. 
The pauper, who was legitimate, was under the age of sixteen when 
he became chargeable to the Atcham Union. He then resided with 
his mother, who was a widow. His father had no settlement that could 
be ascertained, and his mother’s settlement was derived from her father. 
The Divisional Court held that under section 35 of the Divided Parishes 
Act he must be removed to his own birth settlement, which was in the 
West Derby Union, and that he could ‘not take his mother’s settlement, 
since it was derivative. 

Tue Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., Linpiey and: Lopzs, L.JJ.) allowed the 
appeal, and adjudged the pauper to have his mother’s settlement. Lord 
Esuzr, M.R., said that in the case of Reigate Union v. Oroydon Union the 
House of Lords had given an interpretation of section 35 which was bind- 
ing on the courts. It had been urged that the remarks of the learned 
lords on the latter part of the section were not material to the decision, 
but when this court had expressed the hope, as ithed done, that the House 
of Lerds should express their view of this section, about which judges 
had so often differed, it would be in the highest degree ungracious, and 
would be contrary to the traditions. and rules of the court, not to accept 
that interpretation when it was given. The House of Lords had heard the 
case elaborately argued, and had taken time to consider the question, and 
it must ve taken that their decision was unanimous on the whole section. 
The judgment of Lord Watson, which was most elaborate, dealt specifi- 
cally with this part of the section, and laid down that the words ‘“‘any 
child in this section mentioned’’ who was not to be allowed to have a 
doubly derived settlement, did not include a child under the age of sixteen. 
That being so, the present case came within that decision, and the pauper 
must be deemed to have his mother’s settlement, and not his own birth 
settlement. The appellants were therefore right, and the appeal must be 
allowed. Linpitey and Lorzs, L.JJ., concurred.—Oounsgu, Jelf, Q.0., 
F. Marshall, and Rohrwyer ; Bowen Rowlands, Q.0., Poland, Q.0., and 
Cunningham Glen. Soxicrrors, Sharpe, Parkers, § Co., for Cleaver, Holden, 
§ Co., Liverpool; Paterson, Snow, Blocam, ¢ Kinder, for J. Hawley Edwards, 
Shrewsbury. 


- 
Re THE COMBINED WEIGHING AND ADVERTISING MACHINE CO.— 
No. 2, 28th October. 


Company — Winpinc- Up Parrrrion — Locus Sranpt or Partition — 
‘* Onzprrorn ’—GaARNISHEE OnpER ABSOLUTE—=Oompanigs Acr, 1862, 8. 
82—R. 8. O,, XLV., 2. 


This was an appeal against a decision of North, J. (33 Soxrorrors’ 
Journat, 509), the question being, whether the petitioner upon a petition 
for the winding up of the company was a ‘‘ creditor’’ of the company, as 
he alleged that he was. He had recovered judgment for £57 against W., to 
whom the company owed £38, and had obtained a garnishee order abso- 
lute, directing the company forthwith to pay the £38 to him, and that, in 
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default thereof, execution ‘might issue for the same. He had issued 
execution — the company, and the sheriff had made a return of 
nulla bona. e petitioner alleged that he was a creditor of the company 
for the £38. North, J., held that the petitioner was not a creditor of the 
company, on the ground that, upon the authority of Chatterton v. Watney 
(25 Sonrcrrors’ Journat, 428, 17 Ch. D. 259), the garnishee order absolute 
did not transfer the debt of £38 to the petitioner, though it entitled him 
to receive it, and enabled him to give a valid receipt for it. 

Tuz Court (Corron, Bowen, and Fray, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. 
Corton, L.J., said that the garnishee order did not operate as an assignment 
of the debt; it merely gave the garnishor alien upon—an attachment of— 
the debt. It was held in Chatterton v. Watney that a garnishee order did not 
operate as a transfer of the debt. The petitioner was, therefore, not a 
creditor of the company. Bowen, L.J., concurred. Fry, L J., said that 
the question really turned upon the effect of rule 2 of order 45, which said 
that :—“ Service of an order that debts due or accruing to a debtor liable 
under a judgment or order, shall be attached, or notice thereof to the 

ishee, in such manner as the court or judge shall direct, shall bind 
such debts in his hands.’’ It was remarkable, if the order was intended 
to be equivalent to a transfer of the debt, that words to that effect were 
not used. Moreover, the whole scheme of the rules was inconsistent with 
the notion of a transfer ; and, in fact, the point had been decided by the 
court. It was equally plain that the garnishee order did not make the 
garnishor a creditor of the garnishee. It gave him certain rights. It 
enabled him to say to the garnishee, ‘‘ You shall not pay your debt to 
your creditor.”’ It enabled him to give a good discharge for the debt; 
and to obtain execution against the garnishee ; but there was no transfer 
of the debt, and the garnishor did not become a creditor of the garnishee. 
—CounseL, Eve; Firminger ; George White. Soricrrors, Norris, Allens, 
$ Chapman; Perkins § Sawyer. 


Re BRACKEN, DOUGHTY v. TOWNSON—No. 2, 29th October. 


Practicse—ADMINISTRATION—STATUTORY ADVERTISEMENTS FOR CREDITORS 
—Lenets or TIME LIMITED FOR OREDITORS TO COME IN—NEWSPAPERS IN 
WHICH ADVERTISEMENTS SHOULD BE INSERTED—LIABILITY OF EXECUTOR 
AFTER DISTRIBUTION OF Estata—22 & 23 Vicr. c. 35, s. 29—R. S. C., 

wy 45. 

This was an appeal from the decision of North, J. (33 Soxicrrors’ 
JouRNAL, 350). The questions raised were as to the newspapers in which 
the statutory advertisements of creditors issued by executors should be 
inserted, and the length of time which should be limited for creditors and 
others to come in and make their claims. The defendant was the sur- 
viving executor of one Chapman, who died in July, 1875, and whose estate 
had been long since distributed by his executors. Ohapman was the sur- 
viving trustee of Bracken, who died in 1825. Bracken, by his will, 
devised real estate on trust for sale, and division of the proceeds of sale in 
manner therein mentioned. The estate was sold in 1847, and the pro- 
ceeds of sale were received by Chapman and distributed by him amon 
the persons whom he considered to be entitled thereto. The plaintiff 
who had not received anything, and who recently came to this country 
from America, now claimed to share in the proceeds of sale, and sought 
to recover the smount which she claimed from the defendant as the sur- 
viving executor of Chapman. The defendant relied on the protection given 
to executors by section 29 of Lord St. Leonards’ Act (22 & 23 Vict. c. 35), 
and said that the estate of Chapman had been long since fully adminis- 
tered by himself and his co-executors ; that they had issued the proper 
statutory advertisement for creditors and others ; and had then distributed 
the estate among the persons of whose claims they had notice. Ohapman 
was a small farmer in Lancashire ; he had always resided in the same part 
of the county, and had never been engaged in any other business. The 
advertisement was inserted in three newspapers circulatiog in that part of 
the country (two of which were weekly papers, and the third a bi-weekly 
poper), and in the London Gazette, but not in any other London paper. 

e advertisement was in the ordinary form. It was dated the 16th of 
September, and it fixed a calendar month from its date as the time within 
which notice of claims was to be given to the executors. The country 
papers in which it was inserted were respectively published on the 17th, 
the 18th, and the 18th of September, and it was inserted in the London 
Gazette of the 21st of September. It was contended on behalf of the plaintiff 
that the advertisement ought to have been inserted also in one or more 
London daily Pe of large circulation (such as the Times), and also that, 
as the first pu Heation was not till the 17th of September, the time fixed, 
being less t. a month from the date of first publication, was not long 
enough, and the notice was insufficient. It was also said that the adver- 
tisement ought to have been published more than once. ce was 
placed on some observations of Lord Romilly, M.R., in Wood v. Weight- 
man (L. R. 13 Eq. 414), North, J., after making inquiry as to the 
ordinary practice in chambers, said that a month’s notice was usually 
given, but that there was no rigid rule. And he held that the notice 
given in the present case was long enough. He was also of opinion that 
one publication was sufficient, and that, having regard to the testator’s 
residence and employment, it was sufficient to Loa the advertisement in 
the Gazette and the country papers, and that there was no necessity in such 
@ case to advertise in a London daily paper. On the ap it was urged 
that the executors had docaments in their possession which shewed that 
the plaintiff might have an interest under Bracken’s will, and that she was 
, ah America, and that they ought, therefore, to have advertised in 


Txz Court (Corron, Bowzn, and Fry, Leet affirmed the decision. 
the argument Fry, L.J., suggested that it was doubtful whether 

there was any right of appeal, because section 29 gives protection to an 
executor who has given ‘‘ such or the like notices as, in the opinion of the 


court in which such executor is sought to be charged, would have been 
given by the Oourt of Chancery in an administration suit.” He suggested 
that the court might mean the High Oourt. This point, however, was 
not decided —Counset, Seward Brice, Q.0 , and Colt ; Gatey. Soxtcrrors, 
Warriner § Kinch ; Hargreaves. 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


NEATH PERMANENT BENEFIT BUILDING SOCIETY v. LUCE—Chitty, J., 
30th October. 


Burtpinc Socrety Act, 1874, s. 15—‘* Amount szcurep ’’—BvurLpine 
Socrety—BorRRowiInG POWERS. 

In this case the question arose as to the meaning of the 15th section of 
the Building Society Act, 1874, which provides that in a permanent 
building society the amount borrowed by the society ‘‘shall not at any 
time exceed two-thirds of the amount for the time being secured to the 
society by mortgages from its members.”” It was contended that the 
words ‘‘ amount sec’ ”” must be construed as only including the prin- 
cipal sums secured, and not comprising interest, fines, and other payments 
due under the mortgage. The mortgages were made for terms of years, 
the principal and interest being blended and made payable by periodical 
instalments. 

Ourrry, J., said that the words ‘‘amount secured’? must be taken as 
covering all sums due on the security for principal or interest oc fines or 
otherwise due and all instalments accrued due and outstanding. That 
view was supported by the somewhat analogous case of Laing v. Reed (18 
W. R.76, L. R. 5 Ch, 4).—Counssgu. Sir Horace Davey, Q O., and J. G. Wood ; 
Romer, Q.C., and Levett ; Byrne, Q.C., and Chadwyck Healey. Soxtcrrors, 
Howell Thomas, for 8. 7. Evans, Neath; Prior, Church, § Adams, for 
oe King, ¢ Bigg, Bristol; Richard White, for Hartland § Isaac, 

wansea. 


Re JONES, DUTTON v. BROOKFIELD—North, J., 28th October. 


Wut — Construction — Power or TRusTEE TO MORTGAGE TxsTATOR's 
‘ATE. 


The question in this case was, whether the trustee of a will had power 
to mortgage the testator’s real estate. The testator appointed three 
persons executors and trustees of his will, and he directed ‘“‘that the 
trustees or trustee for the time being of my will shall have full power to 
settle any accounts and wind up my affairs as they or he shall think 
best, and in so doing to make any sales and arrangements they or he 
shall judge expedient.” The will did not contain any charge of debts on 
the testator’s real estate. Two of the executors and trustees renounced 
probate and disclaimed the trusts. The testator had deposited a policy 
of insurance upon his own life with the defendant to secure an advance 
by him of £500. After the testator’s death the defendant delivered up 
the policy to the acting trustee and executor to enable him to receive the 
policy money, he undertaking to pay the debt, with interest, out of the 
policy money when he received it. After that money had been received, 
the defendant, at the request of the trustee, agreed to leave the £500 
with him for five years at interest, he giving the defendant a security on 
part of the testator’s real estate ; and the trustee executed in favour of the 
defendant a charge for the £500 on some houses belonging to the testator. 
The testator’s estate being insolvent, the question arose between the 
——— and the testator’s unsecured creditors whether the mortgage 
was valid. 

Norts, J., held that, under the clause above quoted, the trustee had 
power to sell or mortgage the trustee’s real estate for the purposes of the 
administration. He had power to make the ‘‘arrangement”’ which he 
had made with the defendant. In his lordship’s opinion Ball v. Harris 
(4 My. & O. 264) applied. In that case there was a charge of the testa- 
tor's debts upon his real estate, which justified the trustee in interfering 
in the matter. In the present case the words of the rule justified the 
trustee in interfering just as if there had been a charge of debts.— 
Counset, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Russell Roberts; Napier Higgins, QC, 
and P. 8. Stokes. Soxrcrrors, Kennedy, Hughes, § Kennedy ; Chester, May- 
hew, ¢ Co. 

Re HARRISON, TOWNSON v. HARRISON—North, J., 26th October. 


ADMINISTRATION OF Estars—OCovenant py TgsTaror To pay Lire ANNUITY 
—Prrsonat Estate INSUFFICIENT—APPORTIONMENT OF ANNUITY AS BBE- 
TWEEN TENANT FOR Lire or Reat Estars AND REMAINDERMEN. 


The question in this case was, how an annuity for lives, which a testator 
had in his lifetime bound himeelf by covenant to pay, was to be borne as 
between the tenant for life under his will of his real estate and the 
remaindermen, the personal estate being insufficient. The testator had on 
the marriage of his son covenanted with him to pay, during the joint 
lives of the son, himself, and his wife, or until the bankruptcy of the son 
or attempted alienation by the son or his wife, to the son or his wife an 
annuity of £700. By his will the testator devised all his real estate (except 
two specified estates) to trustees in fee, on trust for his son during his life, 
with remainder in trust for his son’s first and other sons successively in 


tail male, with remainders over. And the testator devised the two specified 
estates respectively to his trustees in fee, upon trust for his two ters 
trust for their issue vely. 


respectively for life, with remainders on 


to 
the question was how it was to be borne by the 
tenants for life and remaindermen. 
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Norts, J., said that first of all the annuity must be apportioned 
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tween _ oe estates met ag in trust = eanoong — the pee 
ly, in proportion to their respective value. e annuity must 

bo tecatea as a series of contingent debts of the testator which might be- 
come payable hereafter. The tenant for life was entitled to the whole 
income of the estate so long as there was nothing to intercept it. At the 
end of the year, when the annuity became due, the tenant for life would 
poy. it. If the matter were worked out strictly the proper course would 
to sell so much of the estate as would be necessary for the payment of 
the annuity. This would diminish the income of the estate for the next 
year, and the tenant for life would receive the diminished income for that 
year, The same thing would happen again at the end of the second 
year, and so on at the end of each year while the annuity continued. The 
tenant for life was not entitled to have the estate sold piecemeal, but, if 
he paid the annuity, he would be entitled to a charge on the corpus of the 
estate on the same footing as if there had been a sale ofa part of the 
estate. If he paid £700 at the end of the first year he would be entitled 
to a charge on the estate for £700, and he must keep down the in- 
terest on the charge. At the end of the second year, if he paid £700, he 
would be entitled to a similar charge for that £700, and so on at the end 
of each subsequent year. In bis lordship’s opinion Alihusen v. Whittell 
(L. R. 4 Eq. 295) did not apply, because there the tenancy for life was 
of the residue of the testator’s real estate, not. asin the present case, of 
the whole estate.—CounsgL, Cozens-Hardy, Q.0., and Swinfen Eady ; 
Boeritt, QC., and Ingle Joyce; Napier Higgins, Q.C., and Woodroffe ; 
B. B. Swan. Soicrrors, Kingsford, Dorman, $ Co. ; Robinson, Preston, $ 


Re BARRATT, WHITAKER v. BARRATT—North, J., 30th October. 


Exzcvuror—RetaiIweR—ADMINISTRATION oF EstatE—Power or Executor 
TO DEAL witH EsraTe APTER ORDER For Accounr—R. 8. C., XV., 1. 


An important question arose in this case as to the power of an executor 
to deal with his testator’s estate in paying debts of the testator after an 
order for accounts has been made under rule 1 of order 15. The action 
was Moonset by creditors against the testator’s executrix for the ad- 
ministration of the testator’s estate, and on the 20th of February, 1888, 
an order was made, under rule 1 of order 15, that an account should be 
taken of the testator’s personal estate, not specifically bequeathed, come 
to the hands of the defendant, and an account of the testator’s debts. 
And, the judge not requiring any other trial of the action, the further 
consideration thereof was adjourned. On the 16th of March, 1889, the 
defendant was appointed trustee of her own marriage settlement in lieu 
of the sole trustee, who retired, and in taking her accounts she claimed to 
apply the balance in her hands as executrix in paying pro tanto a larger 
sum due to herself as trustee upon a covenant of the testator contained 
= 3 settlement. The estate was insufficient to pay the testator’s debts 

Norru, J., held that the order for an account would not have pre- 
vented a creditor from suing the executrix, and that it did not prevent 
the executrix from applying the assets in paying the debt due on the 
covenant.—Counset, F. Thompsen ; Cozns-Hardy, Q.0., and TZ. Ribton. 
Souicrrors, Kemble § Co. ; Agate $ Garnett. 





Bankruptcy Cases, 
Ez parte FRENCH, Re FRENCH—No. 1, 25th October. 
Baxxevrrcy—Recetvine Orper—Jvnispicrion—Prtition PRESENTED IN 


wronc Covrt—Dezprork NoT RESIDENT WITHIN Distaicr or CourT— 
Bawxgvrrcy Act, 1883, ss. 95, 97—Banxrurrcy Russ, 1886, x. 25. 


A question arose in this case as to the jurisdiction to makea receiving 
order when a bankiuptcy petition has been presented against a debtor in 
the wrong court. Section 95 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, provides : 


mediately preceding the presentation of the petition, or for alonger period 
those six months than in the district of any county court, or is 

not resident in England, or if the petitioning creditor is unable to 
ascertain the residence cf the debtor, the petition shall be presented to 
the High Court. (2) In any other case the petition shall be presented to 
the county court for the district in which the debtor has resided or carried 
on business for the longest period during the six months immediately 
the presentation of the petition. (3) Nothing in this section 


l 


imvalidate a proceeding by reason of its being taken in a wron 
court.” By section 97: ‘‘(1) Subject to the provisions of this Act, war 
having original jurisdiction in bankruptcy sha)] have jurisdiction 
England. (2) Any proceedings in bankruptcy may at any 
at any stage thereof, and either with or without application 
of the parties thereto, be transferred by any prescribed 
and in the prescribed manner from one court to another court, 
the like anthority b= reteined in the court in which the proceed- 
Were commenced, although it may not be the court in which the pro- 
ought to have been commenced.’”’ By rule 25 of the Bankruptcy 
: “* When any bankruptcy proceeding has been commenced in 
it should not have been commenced, the judge of that 
e High Court may order that the proceeding sshall 
which the same should have Some commenced, 
oe mm epee ote ~ ; but, unless 
er these the proceeding shall con- 
it was commenced.” In the it case the 
months immediately preceding the presentati 
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of the petition, resided within the district of the Hampshire County 
Court, and had not within that period either resided or carried on busi- 
ness within the London bankruptcy district. The bankruptcy petition 
was presented egainst him in the High Court. The debtor objected that 
that court had no jurisdiction. The registrar overruled the objection, and 
made a receiving order. 

Tux Court (Lord Esuzr, M.R., and Linptey and Lorzs, L JJ.) affirmed 
the decision. They approved and adopted the decision of the Queen’s 
Bench Division in Ez parte May (29 Souicrrons’ Journan, 48, 14 
Q B. D. 37), that when a bankruptcy petition had been by inadvertence 
presented in the wrong court, the effect of sections 95 and 97 was to give 
the court in which the petition was presented jurisdiction to make a 
receiving order, and the proceedings could be afterwards transferred to 
the right court. And rule 25 confirmed this view.—Oounset, Morton 
Daniel ; Bartl+y Denniss. Soxicrrors, 7. 8. Ashwin; Newman, Hays, ¢ Co, 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re HENRY FLETCHER VALLANCE (a Solicitor)—Q. B. Div., 28th October. 


Soricrron Srruck orr THE Rois ror Arpine Escargz From ENGLAND OF 
A FEton. 


This was an application by the Incorporated Law Society to strike the 
solicitor off the rolls. In April last the court referred it to the master to 
examine the parties on oath. The master, on the 5th of August last, re- 
ported as follows :—‘‘ 1. Mr. Vallance was admitted a solicitor on the 25th 
of November, 1863. He did not take out his certificate for the year 
beginning on the 16th of November, 1887, until the 17th of April, 1888. 
The subject of the inquiry before me was his conduct in aiding one Ross 
to escape from England after committing a felony. 2. John Robert 
Oliver Ross was clerk to Messrs. Gordon & Dalbiac, solicitors, of Bedford- 
row, from September, 1884, to December, 1887. In the latter part of the 
year 1887 he stole from his employers various bonds, which he disposed of 
with the help of John Bruce, his brother-in-law. Two of these bonds 
were stolen by Ross about the 15th of December, 1887, and were sold on 
that day by Bruce through a firm of stockbrokers, to whom he was known, 
for £208 15s., which sum was paid to Bruce by an open cheque. A few 
days later Ross stole two New South Wales bonds, one for £500 and the 
other for £200, and on the 19th of December these bonds were sold by 
Bruce to the same firm of stockbrokers for £720 5s, for which sum a 
crossed cheque was given. On that day Ross failed to appear at Messrs. 
Gordon & Dalbiac’s, and went instead to Bruce’s house, 25, Champion- 
grove, Camberwell, where he remained till the evening of the 20th of De- 
cember. 3. Bruce was well acquainted with Mr. Vallance, who lived at 
155, The Grove, Camberwell, in his immediate neighbourhood, and on the 
19th of December Bruce, at his own request, was taken by Mr. Vallance to 
the London and South-Western Bank, Camberwell branch, where he 
opened an account in the name of his wife. The account was opened with 
£55 in bank-notes, which formed part of the £208 15s. receive by Bruce 
on the 15th of December. There can be little doubt that Bruce’s object in 
opening this account was to pass through it the crossed cheque for £720 5s. 
mentioned above, but it was not suggested that Mr. Vallance knew of this 
object, or of the source whence Bruce obtained the money with which the 
account was opened. 4. Immediately after this visit to the bank a 
conversation took place between Bruce and Mr. Vallance as to the 
countries with which there were no extradition treaties. Their statements 
of what was said on this subject are in direct conflict. According to 
Bruce, Mr. Vallance was then informed of Ross’s position, and of the 
thefts he had committed, and was told that Ross wanted to get away to 
some place where he would be safe from surrender, and would pay £50 if 
this could be . Mr. Vallance’s statement is that Bruce told him 
he was in search of a thief who had absconded, but he wished to know to 
what country he was likely to have gone, and would give £50 if he could 
be found. As the result of the conversation, Mr. Vallance offered to go to 
friends of his in the police and ascertain from them what were the 
countries with which no treaties existed. Mr. Vallance and Bruce went 
accordingly to the Lambeth Police-court, and Bruce waited outside while 
Mr. Vallance saw the chief clerk and made this inquiry. The chief clerk 
advised Mr. Vallance to inquire at Bow-street, as the court where all 
extradition cases were taken, but lent bim a book on extradition, as Mr. 
Vallance said he should like to shew it to his client. Mr. Vallance and 
Bruce then went to Bow-street and saw the chief clerk there, who at once 
came to the conclusion that these questions were asked for the purpose of 
an escape, and not for that of detection. He therefore gave as little 
information as he could, but he mentioned Ohili as the only country with 
which there was no treaty. The suspicions entertained by the chief clerk 
did not escape Mr. Vallance’s notice, but he says that he himself implicitly 
believed Bruce’s statement about his wishing to find an absconder, 
although he had a very low opinion of Bruce’s honesty. 5. These inquiries 
about extradition are shortly referred to in Bruce’s affidavit, paragraph 6, 
and are wholly denied by Mr. Vallance in his affidavit, paragraph 23. At 
the inquiry before me full details on this subject were given by Bruce, 
and he was corroborated by the chief clerks at Lambeth and Bow- 
street. Mr. Vallance thereupon admitted the correctness of this evidence, 
and, being cross-examined as to the denial in his affidavit, gave as an 
excuse that his affidavit had been settled by counsel. He also produced 
the original draft of his affidavit, which contains the following passage :— 
* After Bruce and I had left the said bank, he asked me casually with 
what countries we had extradition treaties, as some friend of his wanted 
to find someone who had absconded. I said I would make inquiries, and 
asked him to go with me. We went first to the Lambeth Police-court, 
and were referred from thence to Bow-street, but did not obtain the 
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information required, though I left my card with my name and address 


aon place.’ The draft a. prnay al was also 
rodu ore me, and it appeared that the forego’ passage was 
veaskk out after Mr. Vallance’s attention had been e ly called to the 


ce of these inquiries. 6. On the next day, the 20th of Decem- 

ber, Bruce again met Mr. Vallance. According to Mr. Vallance, Bruce 
then told him, under a pledge of secrecy, that the inquiries about extra- 
dition were made on behalf of his brother-in-law, Ross, who wished to 
get away from England because he was sick of his wife. Mr. Vallance 
says that he believed this new statement as implicitly as he had believed 
the statement made to him the day before, and that his suspicions were 
not aroused either by the inconsistencies between the two statements or 
their improbability. He went at once to Bruce’s house, and there met 
Ross. The accounts given by all three of this interview vary in most im- 
portant particulars. Bruce says Ross repeated to Mr. Vallance the whole 
statement of his defalcations. Ross says Bruce introduced him to Mr. 
Vallance as having got into family difficulties and wishing to evade justice 
by escaping from England. Mr. Vallance agrees that family differences 
were mentioned, but says nothing further wasstated, except that Bruce used 
these words: ‘ This is my old friend Vallance, and he knowsall.’ This 
significant phrase, which would convey a very distinct meaning to Ross’s 
mind, Mr. Vallance said he understood to refer to Ross’s relations with 
his wife. But Roes further says that Mr. Vallance produced the book on 
extradition which he had obtained from the chief clerk at Lambeth the 
day before, and said the word ‘ Ohili’ was in it; that was the only place 
where Ross would be safe. Mr Vallance would not swear that he did 
not produce this book to Ross, but swore that he did not speak of Chili. 
7. Mr. Vallance was then left alone with Ross, and it was agreed between 
them that Ross should be got out of the country that evening. Ross says 
that he was to be taken first to Bruges as a quiet place, whers he might 
wait till he could be got to Chili, but he also says Mr. Vallance spoke of 
having a mine in Algeria, where no police could find him. Mr. Vallance 
denies that Bruges was mentioned at that time, but admits that he offered 
to take Ross to this mine in Algeria. His own reason for suggesting a 
trip to the mine was that he wanted to visit it, and thought this a good 
opportunity for getting his expenses paid; but he could not assign any 
reason for Ross’s willingness to pay his expenses to Algeria, except Ross’s 
anxiety to get away from his wife. 8. Mr. Vallance remained with Ross 
at Bruce’s house the greater part of that day, and in the evening he and 
Ross started for the Continent. Mr. Vallance says they went to the 
station meaning to catch the night train to Paris, but they found they 
were too late for it, and it was then suggested that they could go by way 
of Flushing. They went first to Flushing, which they reached on the 
morning of the 2ist December, thence to Roosendaal, where they stopped 
that night, and thence to Bruges, which they reached late in the evening 
of 22nd December. Roses paid all the expenses of the journey, as Mr. Val- 
lance had no money. As they had taken no luggage with them Ross bought 
some things for Mr. Vallance at Bruges. Mr. Vallance’s statement about 
their having missed the train to Paris appears to be well founded, but he 
could not explain why it was they made such a round as brought them to 
Bruges, when their profesed object was to get to Algeria. 9. According 
to Ross, it was during the journey that he first told Mr. Vallance of the 
theft of the bonds and of the persons from whom they had been stolen. 
Mr. Vallance seemed surprised at what he was told, and Ross inferred 
from this that Mr. Vallauce did not know it before. On this point Ross 
is in direct conflict with Bruce, who says Mr. Vallance was told all this 
before he saw Ross, and again in Ross’s presence. It is, however, con- 
sistent with the whole of Ross’s evidence, and with the probabilities of the 
case, that Mr. Vallance may have known on his first introduction to Ross 
of there being a reason for Ross wishing to escape from justice, although 
the details of the offence committed by Ross may not have been known to 
him till later. Mr. Vallance, on the other hand, says that until after their 
arrival at Bruges he believed that Ross was simply running away from his 
wife. It is admitted by both Mr. Vallance and Koss that at Bruges Ross 
gave Mr. Vallance the furtier information that Bruce still had in his 
pensenrion the proceeds of the two bonds for £500 and £200, and that upon 
g told this, Mr. Vallance explained that if Bruce had the money 
Ross would never see it again. Mr. Vallance also admitted before me, 
though he had denied it in his affidavit (paragraph 13), that he undertook 
to come over to England and get the money from Bruce, but he says this 
was a mere blind for the purpose of keeping Ross at Bruges 
till he could be handed over to justice. Ross says that he gave 
Mr. Vallance a written authority to receive the money from Bruce, 
and this is not positively denied by Mr. Vallance. 10. Mr. Val- 
lance suggests that Ross wanted to confess the truth to him by 
what at the hotel at Bruges, when a false name was given 
for Ross in the visitors’ book. The entry there is ‘H. F. Vallance, avoué, 
John Murray son commis,’ and Mr. Vallance states that he was about to 
ut down Ross’s real name when Ross begged him to give the name of 
ohn Murray instead, as otherwise his wife would find him. After that, 
says Mr. Vallance, he learnt all; he resolved at once to leave Ross at 
Bruges to come over to England aud give him up to Messrs. Gordon & 
Dalbiac. He admits that, knowing everything, he introduced Ross to Mr. 
Galway, a house agent al Bruges, asa client of his named Murray, who 
was an English Mag somnary out of health and required rest and retirement, 


? Ifs0, Ross’s escape from Bruges would have been effec- 
tually prevented without any necessity for an admittedly falso statement 





to Mr. Galway and a professedly false statement to Ross, 11. Mr. Vallance 
left Bruges on the evening of the 23rd of December and arrived in London 
the next morning. The first thing he learnt on his arrival was that Bruce 
was already in custody on the of by 
Ross. The disappearance of Ross led to the discovery of the theft. 
Messrs. Gordon & Dalbiac had issued handbills giving particulars of the 
bonds, and had on the 21st of December received information from the 
stockbrokers through whom the bonds had been sold, which led to Bruce’s 
apprehension on the same day. Mr. Vallance did not communicate with 

essrs. Gordon & Dalbiac on the 24th; the next day was Christmas 
and the day following a bank holiday. On Tuesday, the 27th of 
December, Mr. Vallance sent a former clerk of his named Simmons 
to Messrs. Gordcn & Dalbiac to tell them where Ross was to be 
found. Mr. Vallance says he did not wish his name to appear 
in the instructed Simmons to arrange this 
with Messrs. Gordon & Dalbiac. The choice of a messenger was most un- 
fortunate. Simmons went to Messrs. Gordon & Dalbiac under a false 
name ; kept back from them the material facts of the case, and although 
sent by Mr. Vallance to give information about Ross, stipulated before 
giving it for payment of the reward which had been offered for Ross’s appre- 
hension. All that wasstated by Simmons to Messrs. Gordon & Dalbiac was 
that Mr. Vallance had enabied Bruce to open the account at the bank thro 
which the proceeds of the stolen bonds were passed, which happened to 
the only act done by Mr. Vallance, with regard to which no imputation is 
made against him. 12. Upon these facts I have to report that Mr. Vallance 
knew at the time of his helping Ross to escape that Ross had committed 
a criminal offence, and that with this knowledge he undertook to get Ross 
out of the country for a payment of £50. I am not satisfied that Mr. 
Vallance knew the details of the offence committed by Ross till after he 
and Ross had started on the journey. But he could not honestly have 
believed that the inquiries about extradition were made in order to enable 
a solicitor’s clerk to get away from his wife, or that the expenses of the 
oa ap wo journey to Algeria were to be incurred for the same purpose. I 

ve further to report that Mr. Vallance concealed Ross at Bruges with 
full knowledge of all the details of the offence which had been committed, 
and that it was not until he heard of Bruce’s apprehension that he defi- 
nitely formed the design of giving the information which led to Ross’s 
capture. I have also to report that he caused this information to be given 
in such a way as would shield him as far as possible from detection, aud 
that he left Simmons to take such steps as might be thought advisable to 
effect this object.—Epwarp Witserrorce, a Master of the Supreme 
Oourt of Judicature.” 

The following judgments were delivered :— 

Freip, J.—We think we need not trouble you, Mr. Hollams. This isa 
very serious case indeed, and I have read oe pain the report of the 
learned master—a most able report—in which he very carefully states the 


evidence on both sides, so as to leave it to us, if possible, to the case 
in the balance, at the same time that he does that whith it is his duty to 
do—weighs it himself and gives us the results. I listened also to every 


word that has been said by the learned counsel who have appeared for 
Mr. Vallance, and if I could have seen from their observations, and from 
the facts which they adduced, that there was any ground for modifying 
the result at which the learned master has arrived, it would have given me 
very great pleasure to do so; but I cannot find that there is the smallest 
ground for doubting but that the result at which the master has arrived 
represents the true state of the case. Now what do wefind? Let us take 
first of all the admitted facts, as to which there is no doubt. Admitted, 
then, that two de}‘> crate robberies had been committed by Ross, and that 
he, through the agency of Bruce, his brother-in-law, had been able to 
realize and get the proceeds of his theft. The first payment of £208 he 
received by au open cheque, and so could get the money. The second 
payment was by a crossed cheque, and therefore it was impossible for him 
to get the money for it in that way. He had no banking account, nor had 
Bruce a banking account, and therefore it was necessary to find some way 
by which the crossed cheque could be realized. Now what is the first 
thing we find? That they goto Vallance, and that Vailance assists in 
this scheme. I do not say that he knows it, because that is another 
matter, but he assists in it; and the scheme consists in this: in 

with the proceeds, or part of the proceeds, of the first robbery an account 
with a bank, in order that by that means the crossed cheque may be 
realized through the bank. Now very likely it was believed by some 
persons that Vallance had lent himself to that transaction, but, in order 
to shew the judgment and discretion of the master, he has very fully gone 
into that, and he shews that he has examined the case with every desire 
to arrive at a true result, and upon that point he finds a Scotch 

that there is not sufficient evidence to shew that at that time Vallance 
knew the dishonest and scandalous object with which that machi was 
put in force. But what happens then? On their return home 

says he told Mr. Vallance that he had committed a crime. Mr. Vallance 
says: ‘* On that occasion he told me he wanted to find someone who had 
absconded, and he wanted to know to what country the wereesngy | 
man might go, in order that he might be traced.” Whatever 
then take place, the solicitor in question went to two police offices to 
ascertain what were the couutries with which extradition treaties had not 
been made, and their conduct was so suspicious that the istrate’s 
clerk at Bow-street suspected strongly what the 
then occurred, and, if the magistrate’s clerk at Bow-street suspected it, 


am I to be asked to believe that Mr. Vallance did not something 
of the kind? That it was extradition is clear. It wos soil hab ean ae 














14 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


Nov. 2, 1889. 





a 





been to go to Chili to see if you could find him there, because, if that was 
the true object of the inquiry, that is what they wanted to do. But 
nothing of the kind. Instead of going to Chili to search for the absconding 
map, what is quite certain is that on the next night Mr. Vallance, accom- 
panied by Ross, went by a most extraordinary route to Bruges. Where 
was the necessity for going that night by way of Flushing, a roundabout 
route to get to Bruges or Paris, as the case might be? And, moreover, on 
the next day Mr. Vallance was then told an altogether different story, 
accord to his account, for he was then told that, so far from their 
wishing to find an absconder who had committed a crime and who had 
absconded, whom they wanted to bring to justice, the only reason why he 
wanted to go was that he wanted to get away from his wife. Now I put 
it to Mr. Vaughan Williams, how is it possible to ask any reasoning 
person to come to the conclusion that that was the object, and yet that 
they went to inquire about extradition treaties? What could extradition 
have to do with a man trying to conceal himself from his wife? Mr. 
Vallance admits that he did produce an extradition book. One witness 
says he told him that Ohili was the only country, and Mr. Vallance says 
he did produce the book, but he denies that he mentioned anything about 
Chili. Now, then, what happens? Mr, Vallance has no money at all. 
Ross finds the money for the journey, Ross finds bim in clothes, and, even 
according to Mr. Vallance’s own account, on their way he gives him all 
the details of the theft of the bonds. What is Mr. Vallance’s conduct? 
He now knows all; he has been told, when he gets to Bruges, by 
this man with whom he is travelling, who is finding him in clothes. 
He finds that he is a thief who has committed cne of the worst crimes 
—that of robbing his master of nearly £1,000 in money. And what is 
his conduct? He assists in hiding him, and leaves him there hidden, as 
he supposes. What is the next thing? When he comes home he finds 
Bruce is arrested and in prison. What is his conduct then? He 
comes home on the Saturday morning, makes no communication to any- 
body at all; on Christmas Day no communication, on Bank Holiday no 
communication. Then what is the communication he makes? He sends 
a clerk named Simmons under a false name, tells him not to say that he 
comes from him, and although there is no evidence to shew what he did 
tell Simmonds with regard to the reward, we find that the man whom he 
trusted with the communication which he now says was an honest 
attempt to compass the ends of justice gave a false name, and tried to 
get the reward. Those are the admitted facts. All I have stated now is 
on Mr. Vallance’s own admission, or the admission of those who were 
called for him as witnesses. Now, what does the master find? What is 
the important thing to find? First, of course, the great question is this, 
Did a man who is a solicitor upon the rolls of this court wilfully and 
knowingly for money prostitute bis legal information and his body by 
corporeal assistance in order to enable a thief of that description to 
escape the consequences of his crime, and did he leave England with that 
object? The master has found that he did. If the master had come to 
any other conclusion, I for one should have been inclined to send the 
en back for further inquiry. I entertain no doubt whatever but that 
. Vallance did know, as the master has found, that Ross had committed 
some crime—a crime of robbery—I do not kuow to what extent, and that 
in order to enable Ross to escape from punishment, he put him into a 
place where he thought was safe under a false name in a very large city, 
and left him there under that name. Well, under these circumstances, can 
we believe it possible for anyone to suggest that such a man as that ought 
to be on the roll of solicitors? What is the next thing to stealing but the 
i and the assisting a criminal, and what for? It is not a rela- 
tion, it is not a father protecting a son, or a brother protecting a sister ; 
but here we have a colicitor who, for the sake of money, prostitutes his 
labours in this way. It is the most serious case I have ever had brought 
before me. I say nothing whatever, because it is not necessary, about 
his conduct upon returning to London, though I myself quite agree in 
the conclusion the master has arrived at. My conclusion is that he 
came over to London, not as he eays, for the purpose of giving up this 
man, because that he could have accomplished in Bruges. He says him- 
self be had only to tell Galway that the man was an escaped criminal to 
put him in custody. It is idle, therefore, to say that; he left Bruges and 
came home here in order that Ross might remain safely there until he 
could be arrested. If Mr. Vallance did not do that, what did he come 
home for? Look at the conversation about the £700 when he said if 
Bruce had it, Ross would never get it. Ido not wish to enter with more 
detail into s0 painful and distressing a case, but it is quite hopeless, 
exercising the jurisdiction that I have to exercise, that this man, Fletcher 
Vallance, can remain on the roll, and he must be struck off. 

Masxistrr, J.—I entirely agree with the reasons which have been given, 
and with the conclusion at which my learned brother has arrived. I do 
Bot propose to go over the case again. I am of opinion that the name of 
Henry Fletcher Vallance must be struck off the roll. 

¥. Hollams.—I am told that it is important that the name should 
be accurately stated to prevent any possibility of confusion. The name 
is Henry Fletcher Vallance, late of Doctors’-commons and Chancery-lane. 
That is the address given in the affidavit. 

Frey, J.—Let it be s0.—Counser, Hllams ; RB. V. Williams, Q.0., and 
Btephen Lynch. 








On Monday the Attorney-General congratulated Mr. Baron Huddleston 
on bis restoration to health after such a serious illness. The learned 
bazon bowed his acknowledgments. 


Mr. Justice Field, Mr. Justice Day, and Mr. Justice Grantham have 
been selected to be placed upon the rota for the trial of election petitions 
during the ensuing year. 


ENGLISH AND FRENCH LAWYERS. 


Tue following paper was read by Mr. Francis K. Munton at the recent 
Leeds meeting of tho Incorporated Law Society :— 


We are all aware that the practice of the law in England is confined to 
two classes—the barrister and the solicitor. The unimportant distinction 
formerly existing between an attorney-at-law and a solicitor was abolished by 
statute, andthe former appellation would by this time have been blotted 
out but for the unaccountable fact that some of the judges still use the word 
“attorney” even when speaking of practitioners admitted subsequent to the 
Judicature Acts, who are not and never were attorneys-at-law. The barrister, 
as we know, after certain obligatory study, has to be called to the bar by 
one of the Inns of Court, and the solicitor must serve under articles, and 
submit himself to even severer tests as to his legal knowledge before he is 
allowed to practise. It is not necessary at an English meeting to enter into 
the relative duties of the barrister and the soliciter, beyond remarking that 
the former has exclusive audience as advocate in the principal courts, while 
the solicitor’s duties are mainly confined to the preparation of cases prior to 
trial and miscellaneous professional work of a noncontentious character. It 
is true that the barrister frequently prepares or settles deeds and other docu- 
ments on the instructions of the solicitor, but the latter is authorised to do 
legal work of every kind not involving actual advocacy in the supreme 
courts, and he concentrates the labours of a number of functionaries on the 
other side of the Channel, as we shall presently see. I think I shall not be 
far wrong in saying that, although the majority of solicitors in England 
have at some time or other visited Paris, especially during the present exhibi- 
tion year, and many of us have business relations across the Channel, few 
Englishmen find occasion to qualify to follow a French lawsuit. In my 
early | sesame days circumstances caused me to make a somewhat oa 
longed stay in the French capital, and I have always taken a little more than 
ordinary interest in foreign practice, not to speak of an avowed intention 
smouldering these twenty years to have still closer business associations with 
Paris, and I have ventured to think that the present moment is a fitting one 
to ask the attention of the Society to a brief comparison of the French and 
English systems. Let me, however, at once acknowledge that I am indebted 
for many details of French judicial organisation to a paper about to be 
published by my friend Mr. Thomas Barclay, a member of the English bar 
(but an LL.B. of Paris, residing and practising there as a consulting 
advocate and legal agent); indeed, his valuable assistance makes me regret 
that our regulations confine the reading of papers to members of the Society, 
for Mr. Barclay would have performed the task in a more effectual manner, 
though I shall trust to make myself intelligible on somewhat unusual ground. 
Having already referred to the fact that only two classes of legal practitioners 
are recognised in England, it is, perhaps, even less necessary to say that our 
practice of the law is divided for all general purposes under two heads— 
viz., criminal and civil; for, whether we proceed in the Chancery 
or Queen’s Bench Divisions, or the Probate, Divorce and Admirality, 
or Bankruptcy Divisions, of the Supreme Court of Judicature, the 
leading features are the same. I pass over the limited ecclesiastical 
jurisdiction, which is devoid of interest to the general practitioner. 
In France the legal practice is separated into three divisions, for, besides the 
criminal and ordinary civil jurisdiction, there is a special division for dealing 
with cases of a purely commercial character. Over the latter the Tribunals 
of Commerce have exclusive control. All other civil matters are dealt with 
by the Civil Courts properly so called. In the Civil Courts the judges are 
appointed by the State, and hold their office for life as in England, whereas 
in the Tribunals of Commerce the judges are not professional lawyers, but 
merchants elected by fellow-merchants of the district. In the Tribunals of 
Commerce any person may advocate his own or his friends’ cause. The 
exclusive use of a certain number of desks and seats just in front of the bench 
in some of these tribunals gives, however, an advantage to the persons thus 
privileged. They are supposed to enjoy the confidence of the court and are 
called “ agréés,” because they are “agreed to” by the tribunal. As a fact, 
their competency or otherwise is not the question, as they are presented to 
their seat by their predecessors, whose goodwill they purchase, They act, to 
a great extent, as the agents in court of practitioners outside, from whom 
they receive their instructions, and by whom their agency is strictly limited. 
In the Civil Court proper the procedure is the absolute monopoly of the 
“‘avyoués,”’ who answer in some measure to our solicitors. Their number, 
however, is limited in every judicial district. They are subdivided i:-to 
avoués of first instance and avoués of appeal, a distinction some competent 
observers think troublesome and needless, but on which I will not dilate. 
The litigant cannot dispense with the assistance of the avoué—in other 
words, people are unable to appear in person as in England. They may 
however personally advocate their cause in court after appearing by avoué 
during the procedure. The avoués cannot refuse a client—a compulsion 
theoretically obtaining with our barristers, though we all know that 
practically it is not so. As a set-off against this compulsory employ- 
ment of professional aid, the litigant is not precluded from going 
straight to an avocat for consultation and advice during the progress 
of litigation. This practice is, of course, different from our own system, 
for, although of recent years we have been confronted with some ad- 
vanced doctrines, to the effect that an lish barrister may h upon the 
solicitor’s territory (for the entry to which he has not paid his footing), 

ractically the bar, as a body, do not attempt this, and few of us with any 
Fesiness worth talking about would remain silent if they did so. ‘The 
avocat in all but » matters, for which the avoué is equally vompe- 
tent, has the exclusive right to plead in the Paris Civil Courts and in most of 
the provincial courts too, The usage, however, is not uniform, for, in some 
provincial courts in France, as in Scotland, there are no avocats at all. In 











ES 


889. 


_———s 


ie recent 


nfined to 
istinction 
lished by 
1 blotted 
the word 
nt to the 
barrister, 
1e bar by 
icles, and 
fore he is 
nter into 
‘ing that 
ts, while 
prior to 
cter. It 
ier docu- 
ed to do 
supreme 
28 on the 
ll not be 
England 
t exhibi- 
nel, few 
In my 
hat pro- 
ore than 
ntention 
ons with 
ting one 
mch and 
indebted 
it to be 
slish bar 
nsulting 
26 regret 
Society, 
manner, 
ground. 
titioners 
that our 
heads— 
hancery 
mirality, 
ire, the 
siastical 
titioner. 
ides the 
dealing 
ribunals 
alt with 
ges are 
whereas 
ers, but 
mals of 
2, The 
ew bench 
ns thus 
and are 
a fact, 
nted to 
y act, to 

1 whom 
limited. 
of the 
umber, 
od isto 
npetent 
dilate. 

n other 
py may 
y avoué 
pulsion 
w that 
mploy- 
going 
rogress 
iystem, 
ne ad- 
pon the 
oting), 
ith any 
The 
vompe- 
nost of 

n some 
ll. In 
vocata, 


” play 





Nov, 2; 1889. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


35 








an important part, especially in the large towns. These are meh who have 
pa Be gd os examinations, but have not demanded admission or, for 
some reason or other, have not been admitted. hae ray: therefore, pre- 
cluded from actually appearing in the Civil Courts, but they do a large 
practice as consulting advocates, and in the Commercial Tribunals they 
appear before judges in chambers and referees, to whom questions of account 
as well as matters requiring careful examination of facte are usually 
sent by the court for report, One may here remark that none but French 
citizens are permitted to actually practise in the French courts, so when 
foreign lawyers practise in France, they are substantially in the 
— of these consulting advocates to whom I have just referred. 

eyond these, there is a class of men who occupy themselves with legal 
agency without possessing any legal degree or diploma. These are called 
“agents d’affaires.” Then there are the “ huissiers,” who combine the 
functions of our bailiffs, process servers, &c., though they are, in fact, a 
much more important body. No legal qualification is required, and, except 
the necessity of formal registration, anybody may become a huissier, just as 
in England any person, whatever his antecedents, may (or at all events 
might till recently) dub himself an accountant, surveyor, auctioneer, 
engineer, or patent agent. The number of huissiers is, however, limited, 
and every new man purchases the business of an outgoing one. The 
huissiers are not precluded from exercising the functions of agents d'affaires, 
and in Paris some of them have a la ractice as such beyond their other 
duties. Apart from all these is the “notaire.” He has (unlike the English 
notary, whose functions are very limited) the monopoly of certain kinds of 
legal practice. It is only before him that most deeds inter vivos can: be 
executed, and when executed before a notaire they prove themselves like 
judgments. Conveyancing work is almost exclusively in his hands. The 
number of the notaires, however, like that of the avoués, is limited in each 
judicial district. Above all the other practitioners are the avocats of the 
Cour de Cassation, answering to our Supreme Court of Appeal—or, to speak 
more accurately, a sort of combination of the Privy Council and our 
old Court of Error. The number of avocats in this court is limited 
to sixty. We thus see that the order of things as regards the legal 
profession in France is very different from that prevailing in Eng- 
land. The business of an English solicitor, in fact, is split up and 
divided in France among avocats, consulting avocats, avoués, agréés, 
notaires, huissiers, and agents d’affaires, and there is nothing to pre- 
vent unlicensed and possibly wholly unqualified practitioners from 
doing much from which they would be excluded by our English system. 
The avoué, the nearest correlative of an English solicitor, performs a very 
small part of the work of the latter, as we understand it. There are in 
Paris 200 avoués, 125 notaires, 15 agréés, 150 huissiers, 60 avocats A la 
Cour de Cassation, and 800 avocats inscribed at the bar. The exact number 
of uninscribed practitioners is unknown, but is supposed to be about 5,000. 
At all events,-it vastly exceeds that of all the notaires, avoués, inscribed 
avocats, ery and huissiers put together. It is an undisputed fact that the 
great bulk of legal business which would be carried on in London by 
solicitors is done in Paris by persons who are subject to no qualifications in 
the legal sense of the word, and whose agency is subject to no direct check 
or control. Any person can, in fact, exercise the profession of the law 
excluding actual procedure, a portion of conveyancing, pleading in court, 
and the serving of process. For all France the number of recognised practi- 
tioners doing solicitors’ work is about 9,000 notaires, 2,500 avoués, and 
5,000 huissiers (the number of avocats is not on record)—in all, under 17,000. 
In England we have some fourteen thousand—i.e., one to about 1,700 
inbabitants, the proportion in France being one to about 2,100 inhabitants, 
If, however, the unregistered practitioners in France be added, the propor- 
tion would be sensibly raised there, Closely connected with the distinction 
between the French and English systems of legal agency is the difference 
between the two countries in the organisation of justice, which is as strongly 
decentralised in France as the rest of the administration of the country is 
centralised. All of us here know that the High Oourt of Judicature in 
London has unrestricted jurisdiction throughout England and Wales. 
It is true that the county courts and a few local courts have statutory or 
customary jurisdiction in certuin classes of cases, but, —— generally, it 
is every Englishman’s right to demand justice in London or by the ~ Tae 
from London on circuit. France, on the contrary, is divided into iimited 
jurisdictional areas called appeal districts, and these again into sub-divisions 
in which the courts of first instance have exclusive jurisdiction. The de- 
partments are grouped into twenty-six such appeal districts, a chief town in 
each of them being the seat of the appeal court, in some respects like our 
divisional court. For the bonefit of those who may like to examine this 
— in detail, I give a table showing the twenty-six appeal districts in 
'rance :— 








ee Apel Jurisdictional District Departments. 
og A «» Gers, Lot, Lot-et-Garonne. 
eos . Bouche-du-Rhone, Basses Alpes, Alpes Maritimes. 
Amiens .., .. Aisne, Somme, Oise. 
Angers ... «+ Maine-et-Loire, Mayenne, Sarthe, 
Bastia ... +. Corse, 
Besancon -» Jura, Doubs, Haute Sadne. 
Bordeaux . Charente, Dordogne, Gironde. 
Bourges... + Nidvre, Cher, Indre. 
Caen... +» Orne, Manche, Calvados, 
Chambery ous Savole, Haute Savoie. 
Dijon ... +» Cte d'Or, Sadne-et-Loire, Haute Marne, 
Doual .., «» Pas-de-Calais, Nord. 
Grenoble +» Hautes Alpes, Dréme, Isdre, 


oges w. Oreuse, Correze, Haute Vienne, 

ctodiiiee °” Seatetes Geleeeie, Ante, & Héraul 
pellier .., 8 Oriontales, Aude, Aveyron rault, 

Nancy ... «+» Ardennes, Vosges, Mourthe-et- Moselle, Mouse, 

Nimes ... . Lozere, Garde, Ardéche, Vaucluse, 








Orléans... ... Loire-et-Cher, Loiret, Indre-et-Loire. 

Paris... ... Yonne, Seine-et-Oise, Seine, Seine-et-Marne, Eure-et-!. ire,Marne, Aube. 
Pau hed ... Landes, Basses Pyrénées. 

Poitiers ... . Charente Inférieure, Vendée. Deux Sévrer, Vienne. 

Rennes ... ... Loire Inférieure, Finistére, Cétes-du-Nord, Morbihan, Ille-et-Vilaine, 
Riom™ ... .. Allier, Cantal, en Haute Loire. 

Rouen ... .. Eure, Inférieure. 

Toulouse . Arviege, Haute Garonne, Tarn, Tarn-et-Garonne, 





Each appeal district is complete in itself. There is no appeal beyond the 
limit of the district, nor can a case be removed from the district in which the 
cause of action arose. The courts of first instance (civil and commercial 
tribunals) differ from English county courts, inasmuch as all causes, what- 
ever the amount af issue or nature of the suit, are subject to their juris- 
diction. Such jurisdiction, moreover, is final in all matters involving less 
than 1,500 francs (£60), or where property is concerned involving a rent of 
less than 60 francs. There is a civil tribunal of first instance in ev 
arondissement, and there are 362 arondissements in France. Thus pte | 
arondissement, with the exception of two in the neighbourhood of Paris, 
ssesses a court with unlimited jurisdiction in all matters, whatever the 
issue, in its own area, There are tribunals of commerce in the 213 towns 
which are of sufficient trade importance to warrant the existence of a special 
tribunal. Where there is no tribunal of commerce, the civil tribunal 
exercises commercial jurisdiction in its stead. Below the civil tribunals of 
first instance there is a court which is composed of a single stipendiary, 
“ juge de paix” (not to be confounded with the English J.P.), a tribunal 
with jurisdiction up to 1,500 francs, and without appeal under 100 francs, 
and below the tribunals of commerce the conseils de prud’hommes. The 
latter are courts composed of masters and workmen in equal numbers, for the 
settlement of disputes between employers and employed, with jurisdiction 
which is final in matters involving less than 200 francs, and subject to appeal 
to the tribunal of commerce of the district in matters involving a larger amount. 
There is a juge de paix court in each of the 2,868 cantons in France; but 
neither these courts nor the conseils de prud’hommes much concern lawyers, for 
the parties usually appear in person, and the recognised legal profession has 
little to do with them. Only the larger civil tribunals of first instance have 
a bar. The avoués attached to them, like the  genane in the tribunals of 
commerce, which have adopted the institution of agréés, do the work of 
barrister and solicitor in the same way as solicitors in England do the balk 
of the county court work, It is, however, usual in matters requiring deli- 
cate pleading to bring an advocate from one of the larger judicial towns or 
from Paris. The practice of well-known Paris advocates, in fact, is by no 
means confined to Paris. The result of this decentralisation is strongly 
marked in Paris. In London we have some 5,000 solicitors and 3,000 
barristers—in all, some 8,000 persons—practising the law, whereas in Paris 
the recognised practitioners doing solicitors’ work number only 550, and 
barristers’ work 800—i.¢., 1,350, or about one sixth of the number in 
London, so that even adding the supposed number of unrecognised - 
titioners, the total (allowing for the difference in pepulation) is still va 
way from that in London. The decentralisation of justice in France affects 
the social position of the bar, for, with the exception of that of Paris, it is 
much behind the English bar. In England, as the only avenue to great 
judicial office, the bar enjoys a prestige far beyond the Paris bar, the French 
bench being recruited without reference to distinction at the bar. In 
France there is nothing to prevent the Government appointing whomsoever 
it pleases to the different offices, public opinion alone preventing an abuse 
of this discretion, and the rule is promotion from a lower to a higher grade 
in the judicial hierarchy. Some of us think with Lord Bramwell, that 
England might copy this promotion system by occasionally elevating a 
county court judge to the Supreme Court Bench, but, as I have discussed 
this point elsewhere, I will not intrade it on the present meeting. The 
office in France of public procurator (usually, but erroneously, called in 
England “public prosecutor”) is the keystone of the administration of 
criminal justice in France. There is nobody analogoas to this official in 
England except, in some respect, the Queen’s Proctor in the divorce court. 
The English public prosecutor, or the Scotch procurator-fiscal, performs only 
a small portion of the functions exercised (as the name “ ministére public ” 
indicates) by the French public procurator. In criminal matters he is the 
only prosecutor. The repression of crimes is a public interest, and 
in France private persons can only lodge their denunciation or com- 
plaint with the procurator. It is in his discretion to decide whether 
a criminal offence has been committed, and, if it has been com- 
mitted, to bring the offender to justice. Complainants can prefer a 
civil claim, and thus actively support the prosecution in court; and on 
civil claims being joined with the criminal issues, the same judgment deals 
with both. In civil matters the public procurator holds a sort of watching 
brief in the public interest. He listens to the arguments of the advocates, 
and is usually expected to express his opinion, or, as it is called, state his 
“conclusions”? He is bound to give them wherever a question of public 
order or interest of the central or local authority is or a matter 
affecting married women, infants, or persons deprived of the administration 
of their property, or presumptively absent, is involved. His opinion is 
usually a careful one, and of much help to the court. Owing to the active 
and individual nature of his office, he has censtant opportunities of 
bringing his abilities under notice, and he is eligible for every judicial 
office. In France they have a minister of justive, who more than 
represents our Lord Chancellor, After him comes the proourator- 
general of the Supreme Court of Appeal, whose deputies are the 
advocates-general of that court. I have already spoken of the dis- 
trict appeal courts, Lastly, in the civil tribuoals of first instance 
there are a procurator-general and his substitutes. Every deputy 
of the procurator of the Republic must have passed the bar examina- 
tions, and have spent two years in chambers, before he becomes eligible 
for appointment. This, however, is all the connection with the bar he 
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need have. From these substitutes all other judicial officers are more or 
less recruited. This does not exclude the appointment of avoués or avocats, 
or even of notaires or agréés, to judicial office of all grades, The only 

lace where the position of the three branches of the legal profession in 
iese-benh, bar, and solicitors—presents analogies to the position of 
things in England is Paris. There the bar enjoys greater prestige than in 
any other judicial centre in France : the judges are better paid than in other 
places, and the division of labour is most strongly marked. The esprit de 
corps of the Paris bar, the stringency of their code of honour, their profes- 
sional etiquette, the strict supervision exercised by their disciplinary council 
(equivalent to our benchers), are as great as those in England. The bar of 
Paris is subject to antiquated rules like our Inns of Court. Avocats cannot 
sue for their ‘‘ honoraires ” (they are even prohibited from receiving them by 
cheque to order), and they are bound to communicate and lend to each other 
documents to be used at the trial without written acknowledgment. I must 
now conclude. The subject does not call for any resolution, the paper being 
rather in the nature of useful memoranda for one’s professional brethren. 
I bave confined myself almost entirely to a comparison of facts, for, apart 
from the circumstance that time will not admit of dissertation on the relative 
advantages and disadvantages of the French system, I prefer to leave that 
question to more competent observers. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
STUDENTS’ STATUTES. 


Tus Prevention or Crugity 70, AND Prorsction or, Cu1LpREN Act, 1889 
(52 & 53 Wier. c. 44). 


Section 1.—The punishment to a person over sixteen in charge of a boy 
under fourteen or a girl under sixteen for illtreating or neglecting them 
in a manner likely to endanger their health, or cause unnecessary suffering, 
to be not exceeding £100 fine, or, alternatively, or in addition, &c., im- 

ment not exceeding two years on indictment; a fine not exceeding 
or imprisonment not exceeding three months on summary conviction. 

Section 3—Employing children in the street for begging purposes, or 
between 10 p.m. and 5 a.m. for selling, singing, &c., is made punishable 
on summary conviction in the same way. 


Tue Factors Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vicr. c. 45), 


practically consolidates and re-enacts the provisions of the Factors Acts, 
1823 to 1877, and makes the disposition of a ‘‘ mercantile agent’ in favour 
of a bond fide pledgee, purchaser, &c., binding on the principal—a pledge of 
the documents of title to goods to be equivalent to a pledge of the goods. 
If the pledge is for an antecedent debt, the pledgee to have merely the 
pledgor’s rights as against the principal. The transfer of the documents 
of title to goods by a purchaser toa person who takes the document in 
good faith and for valuable consideration to defeat any vendor’s lien or 
right of stoppage in transitu similarly as the transfer of a bill of lading 
defeats the right of stoppage in ¢ransitu. 


Tue Mercuant Suirrine Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vicr. c. 46), 


revives the master’s maritime Jien for disbursements (annihilating the 
effect of Hamilton v. Baker) aud places certain restrictions on advance 
notes, only allowing one month’s wages to be advanced thereunder. 


Arpirration Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vicr. c. 49). 


Section 1.—A submicsion (which is defined as ‘‘a written agreement to 
sabmit present or futu-e differences to arbitration, whether an arbitrator is 
named therein or not ’’) to be irrevocable except by leave of the court or a 
jadge—and to bave the same effect as an order of the court. 

Section 4.—The court has power to stay legal proceedings where there 
has been a submission. 

Section 5 gives the court power to appoint an arbitrator, umpire, or 
third arbitrator in certain cases unless the submission shews a contrary 
intention. 

Section 9.—The court bas power to enlarge the time for making an 
award, whether the time for making it has expired or not. 

12.—An award on a submission may, by leave of the court or a 
judge, be enforced as a judgment or order. 


Tue Orrictat Secrets Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vict. c. 52). 


Section 1.— Wrongfully obtaining information of official secrets or com- 
municating the same contrary to the interests of the State is constituted a 
misdemesnour—imprisonment not exceeding one year or fine or both—but 
it is a felony, punishable by penal servitude for life or for not lees than five 
years, or imprisonment not exceeding two years, to communicate the same 
to a foreign ow 

Section 2.—The same punishments for “‘ breach of official trust’ - 
fined in the section. . rte 

Section 7.—Prosecutious only with the consent of the Attorney-General. 


Interpretation Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vicr. c. 63), 
shortens the language used in Acts of Parliament. 


: 


Sections 1—11 re-enact existing rules—such as in Acts since 1850 the 
pono gender includes the feminine, the singular includes the plural, 


Sections 12—38 introduce new general rules of construction which give 
oem * jpigeee to certain terms which frequently occur in Acts of 





Tue Exrremnac Laws Contryvance Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vicr. c. 67), 
continues until the 31st of December, 1890, inter alia the Employers’ Lia- 
bility Act, 1880, The Oorrupt Practices Prevention Acts, Sunday Obser- 
vance Prosecutions Act, 1871, Shop Hours Regulation Act, 1886. 





LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srupents’ Desatine Socrery.—Oct. 22—Mr. J, O. Wheeler in the 
chair.—The debate, ‘‘ That it is desirable to establish a court of appeal 
in criminal cases,” was opened by Mr.G.G. Douglas. Messrs. Oraw- 
ford, Woodhouse, Nimmo, Foden Pattinson, Stanley, and Stevens 
supported the motion, which was opposed by Messrs. H. Wilson, R. D. 
Muir, and Fuller. Mr. G. G. Douglas replied, and on the motion being 
put to the society there voted in the affirmative sixteen ; in the negative 
six. The motion was therefore carried. There were thirty-one members 
present. 

Oct, 29—Mr. Ernest J. O. Savory in the chair.—The debate, ‘‘ That the 
case of Reg. v. Tolson (23 Q. B. D. 168) was wrongly decided,” was 
opened by Mr. Foden Pattinson in the affirmative. He was supported by 
Messrs. D. H. Kyd, Rowsell, Herbert Smith, Cuthbert Ourtis, Thorpe, 
Blagg, Fiske; and opposed by Messrs. W. M. Woodhouse, Hulton, 
Harvey, Fuller, and Watson, Mr. Harcourt replied for Mr. Pattinson, 
and on a division there voted for the motion fifteen ; against, nine. The 
motion was therefore carried. There were thirty-eight members 
present. 


Brarstot Law Srupenrs’ Socrery.—Oct. 15—Mr. Thomas Parr in the 
chair.—After the business had been disposed of and Mr. G. D. Grey had 
read the society’s prize essay on ‘‘ Negligence,’ Mr. Williams opened in 
the affirmative on the following question :—‘‘ Mr. A.’s carriage is brought 
up to his door, where the groom leaves it for a time; meanwhile a traction 
engine unexpectedly parses slong the road adjoining the carriage drive, 
and the horse, usually a quiet one, takes fright and bolts, knocking down 
a caller coming up the drive to the house. Is Mr. A. liable?’? Mr. Knee 
opposed, and, after remarks from Messrs Grey, Jefferey Mawer, Hawkins, 
Browne, and Tratman, the chairman summed up, and, on the house 
dividing, the ‘‘ noes ”’ had it by eight votes to five. 

Oct. 22—Mr. Trapnell, LL.B., in the chair.—A vote of thanks-was given 
to Mr. J. L. V. 8S. Williams and the other oificers of the preceding session 
for their services, and the debate on the morality of the system of intimi- 
dation in strikes was then proceeded with. Mr. E. U. Veale, LL.B., 
contended that, as pacific means of obtaining rights were now essily 
effective, violence was unnecessary and immoral. Mr. H. Holmes Gore 
opposed, and maintained that the sanction of every law was ultimately 
force, and that strikers’ commands were, in a sense, laws, and therefore 
intimidation was justifiable. Messrs. Mawer, Styring, Grey, Robinson, 
Tratman, Essery, Knee. Munro, Hawkins, and Taylor also spoke, and, 
after an able criticism by the chairman of the arguments advanced, the 
motion against intimidation was put and carried by fifteen votes to five. 
There were twenty-one members and six visitors present. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
BRISTOL INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


The following are extracts from the report of the council of the 
society :— 

The Land Transfer Bill.—The Land Transfer Bill, as amended by the 
Select Committee of the House of Lords, again received the careful con- 
sideration of the council, and a letter signed by 127 practising solicitors 
was sent to each of the members of Parliament for Bristol, urging them to 
oppose the Bill if introduced in the House of Commons and stating some of 
the grounds on which their opposition should be based. The Bill was read 
the third time in the House of Lords, but was withdrawn in committee by 
the Government in consequence of the rejection of the clauses providing 
for a real representative. The action of the law societies throughout the 
kingdom in home to the minds of holders of real property the 
serious consequences which would result from the establishment of a system 
of company registration, no doubt largely contributed to the withdrawal 
of the Bill. 

The Remuneration Order.—An important judgment with reference to the 
Solicitors’ Remuneration Order has been given by the House of Lords in 
Re Parker, which decides that where a solicitor on the occasion of a sale by 
auction is not entitled to the conducting commission he is to be paid for 
work done accosding to the old system as altered by Schedule II. of the 
Order. A judicial definition of what constitutes conducting a sale is still 
required, but it should be observed that in the opinion of Sir Horace 
Davey, Q.C., the payment of the auctioneer’s fees by the purchaser does 
not preclude the vendor's solicitor from char, the conducting com- 
mission, and this view has been recently adopted of taxation. 

Solicitor’s Contract Fees —The council have observed with regret the 
absence of any uniformity of practice in Bristol as regards charging solici- 
tor’s contract fees on sales by auction. The old practice of charging the 
purchaser with a commission payable to the vendor’s solicitor still to some 
extent continues ; in some cases a commission is charged with the addition 
of the words ‘‘towards the expenses of the sale,’’ or is made payable direct to 
the vendor, and in other cases a fixed fee for the contract is reserved to the 
vendor’s solicitor. The council would urge upon the profession in Bristol 
the desirability of conforming to a common usage, as the existing variety 
of practice tends to misconception on the part of the public and to diesatis- 
faction amongst the profession, 
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The Council of the Incorporated Law Society.—Mr. Lewis Fry, M.P., having 
resigned his place on the Council of the Incorporated Law Society U.K., 
Mr. Vassall consented to be nominated as a candidate from Bristol, and 
was influentially supported both here and in London In deference how- 
ever to the representations of the Associated Provincial Law Societies— 
who were already pledged to eupport the candidature of Mr. Ellett, of 
Cirencester —and to avoid creating a split in the country vote, Mr. 
Vassall’s name was withdrawn on the understanding that the Bristol 
candidate would be supported by the associated societies on the next 
practicable occasion. The council consider that Bristol has much reason 
to be dissatisfied at being unrepresented on the London council, and trust 
that next year the claims of this district will receive more consideration. 

Register of Clerks and Vacant Situations.—Arrangements are being made 
for the establishment of a register of clerks requiring situations, and of 
vacant situations. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Wit11am Etuis Gioac, advocate, who has been appointed a Judge 
of the Oourt of Session in Scotland, on the resignation of Lord Mure, 
was admitted a member of the Faculty of Advocates in Scotland in 1853. 
He has been for several years sheriff of Perthshire. 


Mr. Joun Wit11am Wi11is-Bunp, barrister, has been elected Deputy- 
Chairman of Quarter Sessions for Cardiganshire. Mr. Bund is the second 
son of Mr. John Walpole Willis, barrister. He was educated at Caius 
College, Cambridge, where he graduated at the head of the first class of 
the Law Tripos in 1864, and he was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in 
Hilary Term, 1869. He was professor of constitutional law and history at 
University College, London, from 1869 till 1882, and lecturer in law at 
University College, Bristol, from 1877 till 1879. He is a magistrate 
for Worcestershire and Cardiganshire. He assumed the additional name 
of Bund by Royal licence in 1864. 


Mr. Atrrep Miner, barrister, has been appointed Director-General of 
Accounts in Egypt. Mr. Milner is the only son of Mr. Charles Milner. 
He was formerly scholar of Balliol College, Oxford, where he graduated 
first class in Classics in 1876. Ho obtained the Heriford Scholarship in 
1874, the Craven Scholarship in 1877, and the Derby Scholarship and the 
Eldon Law Scholarship in 1878, and he was afterwards elected a fellow of 
New College. He wascalled to the bar at the Inner Temple in January, 
1881, and he isa member of the Midland Circuit. Mr. Milner has been for 
some time private secretary to the Chancellor of the Exchequer. 


Mr. Gsratp Watrer Enrsxive Lopsr, barrister, who has been 
elected M.P. for the Borough of Brighton in the Conservative 
interest, is the fourth son of Sir Robert Loder, Bart. He was edu- 
cated at Eton and at Trinity College, Cambridge, where he graduated in 
the third class of the Law Tripos in 1888, and he was called to the bar at 
the Inner Temple in June, 1888. He has been for some time private 
secretary to the President of the Local Government Board. 

Mr. KasutnatH Triwpaxk Tsiane, advocate of the High Court at 
Bombay, has been appointed a Paisue Judge of that court, ia succession 
to the late Mr. Justice Nanabhai Haridas, 


Mr. Wit114m Joun Down, solicitor (of the firm of Down & Scott), of 
Dorking, has been elected Clerk to the Commissioners of Taxes at that 
place, in succession to the late Mr. John Hart. 


Mr. Wzst Awonry, solicitor, late of Chippenham, has bee appointed 
a Magistrate for Wiltshire. Mr. Awdry was admitted a solicitor in 1829. 


Mr. Ivor Evans, solicitor, of Oardigan, has been appointed a Per- 
petual Commissioner for Oardiganshire for taking the acknowledgments 
of Deeds by Married Women. 


Mr. Joszpu Barractoven Farrar, solicitor, of Bradford, has been 
appointed a Perpetual Commissioner for the West Riding of Yorkshire 
for taking the acknowledgments of Deeds by Married Women. 


Mr. Watrsr Henry Boztassg, solicitor and notary (of! the firm of 
Borlase, Milton, & Borlase), of Penzance, has been appointed a Magis- 
trate for that borough. Mr. Borlase is Mayor of Penzance for the 
present year. He was admitted a solicitor in 1876. 


Mr. Tuomas James Scort, solicitor (of the firm of Scott & Allan), of 
Penrith, has been appointed a Perpetual Commissioner for taking the 
acknowledgments of Deeds by Married Women for the counties of 
Westmoreland and Cumberland. 

Mr. Epwarp Scort, solicitor, of 16, King William-street, and of 
Barnes, has been appointed a Perpetual Commissioner for taking the 
acknowledgments of Deeds by Married Women for the Counties of 
London, Surrey, and Kent, and the Cities of London and Westminster. 

Mr. Lewis Henry Lonezorrom, solicitor, of Halifax and Hebden 
Bridge, has been appointed a Perpetual Commissioner for taking the 
ee of Deeds by Married Women for the West Riding of 
Yorkshire. 


—_—_— 


GENERAL, : 


In a case tried at the Central Criminal Court on the 26th ult. counsel 
remarked that the- pressure of business at police-courts was so great 
that in the majority of cases where a expressed an intention 
to send a case for trial it was the custom for the accused to reserve his 
defence, and to call witnesses for the defence at the trial. Mr. Justice 
Stephen, in summing up, observed that it was very much for the benefit 
of the public that on all occasions evidence for the defence should be 
given at the police-court, and if magistrates had not time enough to do 
their business the number of magistrates ought to be increased. 

The London correspondent of the Manchester Guardian says :—‘‘ It is 
announced that the vacant judgeship in the Bombay High Oourt 
of Judicature has been conferred by Her Majesty upon the Hon. Kashi- 
nath Trimbak Telang. The new judge, who is an orthodox Brahmin, is 
one of the leaders of the Indian political movement, and his elevation to 
the Bench will give great satisfaction to the reform . Although he 
has never been in England, he is a master of the Eng e, which 
he speaks with fluency and even eloquence. He is a great Sanacrit 
scholar, and an active member of the Senate of the Bombay University. 
He is probably the youngest judge in the British Empire.”’ 


During the hearing of a case on Wednesday before Mr. Baron 
Pollock, in Queen’s Bench Oourt No. 2, the plaintiff in the action said 
he thought he should for the protection of witnesses mention that while 
in the witness-box yesterday his overcoat was stolen from one of the 
book-shelves. The usher informed Baron Pollock that two overcoats had 
been stolen the day before from the next court, and said if witnesses 
would leave their coats, &c., with the ushers they would take care of 
them. His lordship remarked that he remembered that at the old courts 
a judge had his wig stolen. He thought it much better that such things 
should be left with the officers of the court. 


To an ignorant layman, says the St. James's Gazette, there is something 
exquisitely humorous about the following portion of a defence in a recent 
Scotch lawsuit. The Earl of Home seeking to interdict the trustees of the 
late Mr. John Sturrock from selling by public sale a necklace and urn 
found some years ago in a stone coffin on the Earl’s estate, the respon- 
dents, amongst other things, stated that the articles were interred with a 
skeleton, and the interment occurred at least 2,000 years ago. “ The 
deceased person or other original owner thereof is believed and averred to 
be unknown, or otherwise the complainer is called on to produce a title as 
executor or next of kin to that person.” As the Crown now claims the | 
articles, the matter stands over for the present: possibly in order that 
further inquiry may be made as to the identity of the ‘‘ deceased person.”’ 


At the Mansion House Police court on Tuesday William Talbot 
Sayers and Alfred Barnes, described as clerks, underwent a final examina- 
tion before the Lord —_— on a charge of stealing and receiving respec- 
tively the title deeds relating to certam landed property in Devonshire, 
belonging to Mr. Christopher Hill. The deeds had been removed from 
the offices of Mr. Hill’s solicitors, Messrs. Henderson & Buckle, of 
24, Fenchurch-street, where Sayers was formerly a clerk, and were 
traced into Barnes’s possession. At the closeof the evidence Mr. 


W. Hardinge H hre; licitor, who for the prosecution, 
De melaien bs eon ’ at the next pot aris of the 


asked that they ht be committed for 
Central Oriminal Court. The prisoners, in reply to the usual caution, 
reserved their defence, but asserted in their cross-examination of 


that the papers were picked up in a lot of old refuse from the office. The 
Lord Mayor committed them for trial. 

Great is the respect of the law for the law, says the Daily Telegraph. An 
illustration of this fact may be said to have occurred at the London 
Sessions held at Newington. A with a very bad record had been 
committed to take his trial, . ee 
William Hardman, the grand j w out the bill against the man, 
whereupon the judge returned the ment to the jury, suggesting that 
probably some mistake had been made. Back came the bill initialled by 
the foreman, when Sir William imagined that the grand jurymen had 
reconsidered their previous decision, so in due course the prisoner was 
callea upon to plead, and at once declared himself guilty of the crime of 
which he was accused. Thereupon he was remanded to the cells, to come 
up for sentence later on in the 
down when the po —~ 
were meant to em ze the original finding . 
lucky caitiff was wong | brought back into court. “ + gaat 
jury,”’ said Sir William, ‘‘ believe that you are innocent, you have us 
that you are guilty. I have no alternative but to discharge you from cus- 
tody.’” And asthat man paseed forth into the free air of heaven he possibly 
thanked Providence for permitting him to be a citizen of a country, where 
such a noble institution as a grand jury was encouraged to prosper. 


The Albany Law Journal contains a full report of the judgment of the 
United States Circuit Court on the application for the upon @ 
writ of habeas corpus, of Neagle, the deputy-marshal who Justice 
Field’s assailant. The judgment concludes as follows:—‘‘ We have seen 
some adverse criticism upon the action of the petitioner, attributed to 
quarters ordinarily entitled to great consideration and respect. But it is 
not for scholarly gentlemen of humane and instincte—gentlemen 
who, in all probability, never, in all their lives, saw a desperate man of 


t 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP, 
DissoLurion, 
Henry Perecrine Brracn and Francis Jacon Pgrecrme Brrcu, 


solicitors (Birch & Oo.), of 70, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London. Dec, 31, 1886. 
[ Gazette, Oct. 29. 


herculean proportions and s' in m action—it is not 
them, sitting securely in their libraries three thousand miles away looking 


backward over the scene to determine the exact t of time when a man 
in Neagle’s situation should fire at his assailant in order to be justified by 
the law. It is not for them to say that the time has not come. 
To such, in all probability, the proper time never come. on 
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the scene of action, facing the party making a murderous assault ; 
knowing by personal experience his physical powers, and his desperate 
character ; and by general reputation, his lifelong habit of carrying arms, 
his readiness to use them, and his angry, murderous threats, and seeing 
his demoviac looks, his stealthy assault upon Justice Field from behind, 
and remembering the sacred trust committed to his charge, Neagle, in 
these trying circumstances, was the party to determine when the supreme 
moment for action had come, and if he honestly acted with reasonable 
judgment and discretion, the law justifies him, even if he erred. But who 
will have the courage to stand up im the presence of the facts developed by 
the testimony in this case, and say he fired the smallest fraction of a 
second too soon? In our judgment, he acted, under the trying conditions 
surrounding him, in good faith and with consummate courage, judgment, 
and discretion. ‘The homicide was, in our opinion, clearly justifiable in law 
and in the forum of sound, practical common sense, commendable.” 





The London County Council give notice that they will receive tenders 
at the Bank of England on the 6th of November for £1,000,000 Two- 
and-a-Half per Cent. Metropolitan Consolidated Stock. The minimum 
he of issue is 88 per cent. Dividends will be payable quarterly. The 

yment will be due Ist of March, 1890. The council reserve the 

right to poe rede the stock at par at any time after thirty years from date 

issue by giving notice. If not previously redeemed, the stock will be 
repayable at par on Ist of September, 1949. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 
ROTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 











APPEAL COURT Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Date. 0. 2. Kay. 
Monday, Nov. ... «+... 4 r.—— Mr. Lavie Mr. Carrington 
Tuesday ....... » & Clowes Pugh ackson 
Wednesday 6 Lavie Carrington 
Thursday... oe Clowes Pugh Jackson 
Friday ........ 8 Lavie jarrington 
Saturda: eetscssecccecievsoccs =O Clowes Pugh Jackson 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
NokTH, STIRLING. KEKEWICH. 
Mr. Godfrey Mr. Ward Mr, Leach 
Rolt Pemberton Beal 
Go Ward Leach 
Rolt a a Beal 
Godfrey Leach 
Rolt |. Beal 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—FRiDaY, Oct. 25. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 

LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


ALEXANDER PALACE AND Park Oo, Luwirzep—Denman, J, has, by an order date 
ant poees Charles Lee’ Nichols, 1, Queen Victoria Fa to be offiviel 


GUARDIAN HorszE, VEHICLE, AND GENERAL InsuRANCE Co, LrmrrED—By an order 
made by Denman, J, dated Oct 16, it was ordered that the company wouud 
Myers, South sq, Gray’s inn, solor for petner 
J bi Fer & Co, LuiTtep —Petn for winding up, presented Oct 22, directed to be 
heard before Kay, J, on Nov 2_ Rising, Leadenhall st, solor for petners 
LANGLEY MILL ENGINEERING WHEEL AND Waaon Co, #D—Petn for 
winding up, presented Oct 23, directed to be heard before North, J, on Nov 2 


Johnson & Co, 8 Bench walk. solors for petners 
ai ORANGE AGENTS card behoce Utisiing, J, on Baterdap ee 2 Wittens, 
‘ore , J, on Saturday, 
Lowe, Bedford row, solor oe petner = fh at — 


Lowspon Consumers’ PuRE SANITARY MiLx Oo, Lutrrep—Petn for winding up 
Oct 2, directed to be heard before Stirling, J 2 
ly & Co, Gt Winchester st, ae oe — +o ee oe 

AND Proviy: RAPERY . LIMITED—B der made 
and J, dated Oct 16, it was ordered thas ‘the voluntary etnies of A 
seid company be continued Marsland & Co, Chancery lane, agents for Sumner, 
olisreusn™ Graaumais Oo LaMrran Credito ted, be 
¥ - rs are reques ts) 

Dec 1, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their Bonga 

claims, to Thomas H. Nelson, 10, Chapel chambrs North, 28, Chapel street, 


Liverpool 

ey SynpicaTe, Limirep—Creditors are required 
send their names and addresses, and the . culens of tee ane a 
pF may — Count de Torre Diaz, 41, Moorgate st elds & Williams, Bank 

F ditors required, on 

eek wry wy —~ the pe particulars of ti their 
= ~~ FR Wb. » 4, Coleman st Baker & Nairne, 
Tue New MPiTzKor, Creditors are required, a or before Feb 1, to 
their names snd addresses, and the © particulars o their debts or claims, 
to Edwin O'Dwyer, 72, Bishopsgate st Within eee Warnford ct, 


solor for liquidator 
SOVEREIGN Lire Assur. ~ v Jud 
ANCE Co—The Vacation Ju has, b 
Sept 17, appointed Thomas Abercrombie Welton, as iocngase sae tote one 


OouUNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED In CHANCERY. 
Warttincrow Corn Mux Co, oa hnrzeD—Oreditors 
sereae need Paste nemnes id addresses, and the 
to John "Hoyle, A Acker st, Rochdale. Friday, 
for pisos and adjudicating upon the debts 





London Gagzette.—Tusspay, Oct, 29, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
LIMrrED IN CHANCERY. 


Morpacot ROYALTIES TRUSTS > aso for win up, presented Oct 26, 
directed to be heard before awe »on Nov9 Holmes & Son, Clement’s 
lane, Lombard st, solors for 

THE SHINS MINING Co, 


en = required, on or before Nov 
18, to send their names and add®esses, an astiouion® ot of their deb‘s or 
claims, to Mr. John Hobart ‘Armeteone. ‘ie fNidnolas chambers, Newcaetle 


CAN Co, apn Cuntiinn mene uired, on or before Nov 13, 
d their names and addresses, and the parti: of their debts or claims, 
- to Eawin O’Dwyer, 72, Bishopsgate st Within Stretton & Oo, solors for 
a 
Tae SOUTHBOURNE ON SEA WINTER GARDEN OO, ame g myten = uired, 
on or before Nov 25, to send their names and addreszes. and the rs of 
their debts or sietans, $0 Charles William Wyatt, 8, Albert See Albert 
rd, Bournemouth 
UBMARINE TELEGRAPH CO BETWEEN GREAT BRITAIN AND THE CONTINENT 
OF EUROPE, tors are required, on or before Dec 16, to send their 
names and addresses, and the axtioulers of their debts and claims to Sir 
Julian Goldsmid, Bart, M.P., 2, Throgmortonavenue Campbell & Co, Warwick 
st, Regent st, solors for liquidators 
FRIENDLY SOOIETIES. 
SUSPENDED FOR THREE MONTHS. 
Goop SAMARITAN LopGE, Odd ‘Fellows Friendly Society, Pelham Inn, New 
Holland, Hull, Lincoln ws 21 
we tame ae 3 rthyr Unity Friendly Society, Green Dragon Inn, 


Gl 
HYWEL DpA nly oo Order of Alfreds Friendly Society, Gadlys Arms, 
Roberts Town, Aberdare, Glam Oct 22 
LoyaL Crogwyn Avon Lops, Alfreds Merthyr Unity Friendly Society, 
Colliers’ Arms Inn, Blackwells. Aberavon, Glamorgan Oct 22 
ON THE MOUNTAIN LODGE, aes Friendly Society, Odd Fallows’ 
Hall, 20, Bank st, Bolton le es Oct 2 
OLIvE BrancH Lopaz, Odd al Friendly Society, Railway Hotel, Victoria 
rd, Widnes. Lancaster Oct 24 
CE LODGE, Cay reams Friendly Society, George Inn, High strect, 
Oldham, Lancaster Oct 
Sir CoLin CAMPBELL ian, Odd Fellows Friendly Socicty, Friendly Societies 
Hali, Lower Spring st, Grimsby, Lincoln Oct 21 
Vicronia Lopax, Odd Fellows Friendly Society, Black Horse Inn, Betley, Staf- 
‘or 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 34. 
Last Day or CLAM. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Oct, 25. 
— ——¥ La a Sawtry, Hunts, Farmer. Nov 30. Huunybun & 
ons. Hun 
BARLOW, ci. Manchester rd, me Nov 26, Anderton, Bury 
Ba: — SAMUEL, llamas Norf Farmer. Dec 2. Copeman & Mellor, 
10 Marke 
BENSON, GEORGE ene, Brighton, Chief Shovk at the Union Bank, 
Brighton. Nov 30. Upperton & Bacon, Brighto 
Bou: —- <a eae, Lee terrace, Blackheath, So Dec 1. Potter & Co, Kiog 
st, eapside 
BOWEN, NEY, Albert st, Regent’s Park. Nov 3). Seagrove & Woods, 
hancery lane 
Casson, Davin, Ulpha, Cuuherend, Retirei1 Farmer. Nov 25. Butler, 
Broughton in Furnes 
CHANDLER, THOMAS, Brighton. Nov 15. Phillips & Co, pices lane 
COLLEY, Mary, Pye Bank, Sheffield. Dec2. Bramley, Sheffield 
Cox, Emma, Amity st, Liverpool. Dec 7. Toulmin & Uo, Liverpool 
CoMBERBACH, OATHERINE FREER, Stafford. Dec 12. Cooper & Yates, Eccleshall 
Cnapes. JAMES WALLIS, Tooting, Surrey, Gent. Nov 23. Lambert, Chaucery 
ne 
DASE Day. Tunbridge Wells, Nurseryman. Dect. Cripps & fon, Tun- 
Davis, Many ANN, Heavitree, nr Exeter. Noy 2i. J. & 8S. P. Pope, Exeter 
ENGLAND, WALTRE Wut114m, Bury st, Bloomsbury, Encaustic Tile Merchant, 
Nov 20. Evans, Theobald’s rd, Bedford row 
GARROD, JOHN, Ipswich, retired Waiter. Novi5. Josselyn & Sons, Ipswich 
GREGURY, Mary ELIZABETH, Leicester. Dec6, Stevenson & Son. Leteester 
HANDFORD, SAMUEL, Fenchurch st, Tea Dealer, Nov 30. Andrew & Co, 
Clement’s lane 
Hamngpenes, JoHN, Horsham, Susgex, Esq. Nov 20. Ccllet & Minton, 
orthing 
—— Mary, Northwich. Dec 2, A. & J. E. Fletcher, Northwich, 
HOWELL, SARAH, Princes ter, Bayswater. Dec 9. Stokes, Bedford row 
a > 9 OHN Henry, Sheffield, Merchant. Nov3s0. Bagshawe & Hall, Sbhef- 
JACKSON, JOHN, Pickering, Yorks, Farmer. Novi. E. & J. Peters, York 
wee Ts JAMES, Speke, nr Liverpool, Farmer. Nov 30. Wareing & Oo, 
LEIGu, a nag Worsley, Lancs, Farmer. Nov 30. Ogten, Manchester 
Luck, ELEANOR, North, ‘Weald, nr Epping. Nov 20. indus & ‘Trotter, Epping, 
Besex 
ILLIAM Kynaston, M.A., Wall, Staffs, Clerk in Holy Orders. Dec 9. 
Mullines 4 & Co, Cirencester 
MOWLE, amy Birchanger rd, South Norwood. Dec 7. Mason & Soper, Chan- 
cery 
es m Kanan ELIZABETH, Leicester. Nov 20. Fenn & Oo, Newmarket, 
lambs 
PORHEER®: AITE, JOHN, Quatford, Salop, Clerk in Holy Orders. Novis, Arnold 
m, D 
Fascs, Besse ‘CHARD CHARLES, Small Heath, nr Birmingham, Glass Dealer. Davis, 
PRocTOR, JOHN, Bradford, Gent. Dec1?2. Hutchinsdh & Son, Bradford 
Pyke, Seprrmus Harry, New Bond st, Jeweller. Nov 26. Pyke & Minchin, 


Metal Exchange bldngs, Gracechurch st 

SHEPHERD. ELIZABETH, Alnwick, Northumberland. Noy 4, Percy, Alawick; 
and W. & B. Weatherhead, Berwick on Tweed 

Ware. SOREL, Grassendale, nr Liverpool. Nov 11. Brockelkank & Co, 


WHITE, JANE, Wasvogete, Dec 9, Peach, Harroga 
WHITTAKER, MARGARET, Blackpool. Dec 6. Read, Blackp 201 








WARNING TO INTENDING HovusE PurcHASERS & LEssEES.—Before 
ren a house have theSantpaty a entsthoroughly exam: by an e 

Seg 2 Ventilation m Co., 65, Tata 11d, Victorinst 9 West. 

minster (Estab. 1875), who eats the Ventilation of Offices, &c. —{ ADVT.] 
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. Arnold 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Oct. 25. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

M . Berkl the Ridgway, 
ang “Wintbledon, 6 Oaptain Kingston’ now Pet ye 


Brrp, EpGar , + Guildford. Saray, Fishmonger 
Guildford Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 21 

BowLeEs, HapassaH, Evering rd, Stoke Newington, 

Widow Edmonton Pet Aug 8 a 6 11 

Gt Grimsb; 


BUBNHAM, —— oy OF: erchant 

ag Pot Oot 2 Gra Sie at In Pet 
(00K, mms in cs, Co co! a 
Coceet 10 a Oct #2 


KE ‘MAMURL. Worcester aes house keeper 
oor roroester Pet Oot 22 Ord Oct 
Cabinet Maker 


ARTHUR, Nottingham, 
Nottingham aoe 22 Ord Oct 2 


CH, J AMES, rd, Builder Bedford Pet Oct 
21 Ord Oct a 
GUERNSEY, GEO: Chatham, Grocer 


Luto 
Rochester Pet | Oct 21 tod Oct 21 
UTTRIDGE, WILLIAM JOHN. Redtoshen mews, 
Colville rd, Notting hill, Cab Proprietor High 
Court Pet Oct21 Ord Oct 2 


, RALPH, Bedford, P. Saiber Bedford Pet 

Oct 21 Ord Oct 21 
Krexsy, ALFRED HENRY, Bedale, Yor Excise 
Officer Northallerton Pet Sept 28 Ord Oct 22 


KNILL, JOHN, Cpee. ie Hereford, Farmer Worcester 
Pet Oct 22 O 
Lioyp, EDWARD, Nosthwood, Staffs, Chemis: 


pales, Burslem, and Tunstall Pet Oct 23 Ord 


Lows, 3 RosBEkT, Broseley, Galop, 1 Edcensed Victualler 
Madeley Pet (ict 22 Ord O 
McGratH. Isaac, jun, High » = Jeweller 
High Court “Pet Oct 1 Ord Oct 23 
MiL1s, JAMES NORMINGPON, a, Plumber Haili- 
fax Pet Oct21 Ord Uct 2 


HELL, CHARLES, Norwich, Merchant Norwich 
Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 
OCKENDEN, HENRY Raymoun, Anerley, Surrey, 


Builder Croydon Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 21 
OLIVER, oy wy , ere sales, Engineer Leices- 
ter PetO B., Oct 
REEVES, PAUL, RB. yb ty nr Wootton Bassett, 
aan Wheelwright Swindon Pet Oct 21 Ord 
Oc 
—— ILLIAM THOMPSON, ppatadiey, Auctioneer 
snalen Pato Pet Oct 21 Ord 0 
MARSHALL, Idle, nur Bradiord, Yorks, Com- 
et Weaver Bradford Pet Oct 19 Ord 
SELLERS, JOHN, Preston, Mineral hy Soe yy A Manufac- 
turer ee 3 Oct 23 Ord Oct 2 
ELL, Frizinghall.” "Bradford, 
Printer Batra Pet Oct 19 Ord Oct 
SHERMAN, J E, Sunbury- a, Gent Eaten, 
we Pet Oct7 Ord Oct 2 
HIRER, ALBXANDER. , Cheltenham, House Agen, 
Gheiteninn Pet Ord Oct 22 
SILLs, WILLIAM, tg Beds, | camaaad Hat Maker 
Luton Pet Oct 23 ag FH Oct 2 LD. Li 
Francis HENRY verpoo raper ver- 
Pet Oct 2t Ord Oct 2 
STIMPSON, ABEL, Nottingham. fe Tailor 
Nottingham Pet Oct? 21 Ord — 21 


ED, enhall Indiarubber 
Maker h Court Pet Oct 22° ‘Ord Oct 22 

WHITFIELD. eX and WittiAM HENRY WHIT- 

FIELD, N ivington, eoeees, Bootmakers 


Leicester Pet out 5 Ord Oct 19 
The following amended notice is substituted for that 
ublished in the London Gazette of Oct. 4. 
BETHUEL SANDERSON, Moreton, Jeffries 
oe ee Farmer Worcester Pet 
rd 
The followings be, notice is substituted for that 
published in the London Gazette of Oct. 15. 
BUCKLEY, HENRY, Derby, Hosier Derby Pet Oct 
11 _ Ord Oct 11 
The following amended notice is substituted for that 
published in the London (Gazette of Oct 18. 
Witson, JxEssE, Fratton, Hants, Butcher Ports- 
mouth Pet Oct16 Ord Oct 16 


FIRST MEETINGS. 

Apams, A. J., late High rd, Tottenham, Provision 
Dealer Nov 1 at 11 16 Room, 30 and 31, St 
Swithin’s lane 

CRaYMER, ELIZABETH RUSSELL, Hove, Sussex, Dress- 
maker abd, 4at12 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

DOoLMAN, Northwich, Cheshire, Grocer 
Nov tat 12. 15 16 Royal, Hotel, Crewe 
RIFFITHS, WILLIAM engoed Gellygaer, Glam 
Innkeeper Nov 1 at re “Of Rec, erthyr Tyan 

GUBNSEY, GEORGS, mg Chatham, late Grocer 
Nov 11 at 12.30 Off Rec, High st, Rochester 

HitcHen, THomMas, Willaston, Cheshire, Publican 
ag. lat aoe 45 : Hotel, Crewe 

Hoaa, JamEs So alifax, Merchant Tailor Nov 
bat8 Oif Rec, Townhall chbrs, Halifax 

JonzEs, ‘fHOMAS, Rhyl, Flintshire, butcher Nov 1 at 

r Cocoa House, Rhyl 
Jonus, WILLIAM fe ong Salisbury, Baker Nov iat 
Off Rec, Salisbur: 

Kunsos, HENRY, Clare st, Olare Market, Draper 

ser Tatii 33, Carey st, Lincoln's inn fields 

JaMxs, and RICHARD LAKE, eaten Ohair 
Manufacturers Nov7 at 2. 3v Exchange Hotel, 
Nicholas st, Burnley 

Lkaax, fHomas WHORLOW, late Arlingford rd, Tulse 
hii Nov Gat 12.40 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 


elds 
Lioyp, Groras, Ferndale, Glam, Farm 
Noviats Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil pare 





o 





Lyprorp, ALBERT, Bristol, Builder Nov 6at1 Off 
Ree, Banik chm rs, Bristol 


MEYRI 
at On eet Rec, Merton 
JAMES eb 
5at4 Off Rec, Town Hall chmbrs, 
Mokrean, Wri114M, Bedminster. ster, Bristol, Mason Nov 
6at 12.30 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Bristol 
NEEVES, BENJAMIN GEORGE, Tunbridge Wells, Com- 
mission Agent Nov 5 at 2.30 — & Reeve, 
Mount Pleasant, Tunbri Wel 
NIEMAN, JOHN Henry, d st, Portman sqr, 
Florist Nov 6 at iw Bankruptcy blidgs, Portu- 
gal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
WELL, THOMAS, jun., Smethwick, Staffs, Fruiterer 
Nov 4 at 10. 0.30" County Court, West Bromwich 
REEVES. Pavut, Broad Town, nr Wootton Bassett, 
Wilts, Wheelwright Nov 2 at 11.80 Off Rec, 3?, 
High st. Swindon 


‘CHARDSON, ©, CHARLES, Whitecross s Linen Draper 
ore ge 8, Gat tc a 
ops! ) 

keeper anol gg ST xe Hotel, Carnarvon 
radford, Commission 
Weaver Nov 2 z 40 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, 


‘ord 
Wurm BELL, Frizenhall, Bradford, 
Printer Nov 7 at 11 Off Rec, 31, ‘Manor row, 


, WItLIAM GEATCHES, Plymouth, Saddler 
Nov tatil 10, Athengam t terr, nee 
or 


iN, Journe: 
Nov 1 at ii 
ham 





Ree, 1, High pavement, Notting- 


Haxzret, Leominster, Printer Nov 2 at 10 
"2, Offa st. Hereford 
elson. Lancs, Plumber Nov 


~h—4 WILLiAM, 
7at3 * kena Hote. Nicholas st, Burnley 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
ARMITAGE, JOHN, Savile Town, nr Doweery,, 
Woollen Manufacturer Dewsbury Pet O 
Orda Oct 19 
BEDWELL, JOHN WILLIAM, Sandwich, moat, Farmer 
Canterbury Pet Se Ad 7. Ord Ocs 2 ws 
er- 


URNHAM, OOLEMAN, My ba ty Coal 
chant Great Grimsby | Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 21 
CasTLE, GEORGE, Ra te, Boot Dealer Canter- 
bury Pet Sept 28 rd Oct 22 
KE, SAMUEL. Worcester, Gottee 3 house Keeper 
Worcester Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 
CRAVEN, EDWARD STAMFORD, The ashe Houns- 
low, Lieutenant of the 19th Hussars Brentford 
Pet edigy ~ Ord Oct 21 
ARTHUR. Nottingham, Cabinet Maker 
‘Nottingham Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 
FRENCH, James, Bedford, Builder Bedford Pet Oct 
21 Ord Oct 21 
GILMORE, WILLIAM JAMES, Maidstone, ae ~ | 
—— and Gogaiming Pet Oct 18 Ord 


GOLDSELER, RALPH, Manchester, Indiarubber Manu- 
jae mend Manchester Pet Sept5 Ord Oct 23 
GUERNSEY, GEORGE, Luton. HE ey lata Grocer 

Rochester Pet Oct 21 Ord Oc 
UTTRIDGE, WILLIAM JOHN, Bucking ham mews, 
Colvilie rd, Notting Hill, Cab Promrister High 
Court Pet Oct2i Ord Oct 21 
Wit.1aM, Kingston upon Hull, Paper Mer- 
—_ t+ Kingston upon Hull Pet Oct 5 Ord 
21 
HitcuHen, THOMAS, Willaston, Cheshire, Publican 
Nentwich and Orewe Ro Oct 15 Ord Oct 21 
HopGetrs, CHARLES, rthfield, Worcs, Farmer 
Birmingham Pet Sept 26 Ord Oct 22 
UTCHINSON, HENRY TESDALE, Boulton, Derbyshire, 
Clerk in Holy Orders Derby PetSept 27 Ord 


Oct 22 
LEGGE, ny HOMAS WHORLOW, late Arlingford rd, Tulse 
hill High Court ade, 2H Ord Oct 23 
Lioyp, EDWARD, Northwood, Staffs, Chemist Han- 
ley Dees and ‘Tunstall Pet Oct 23 Ord 


Loun Robert, Broseley, Gelce, Tdscnned Victualler 
Madeley Pet Oct2z Ord Oc! 
Y, WILLIAM VALENTINE, a pl, Strand, 
Auctioneer HighCourt Pet Augi5 Ord uct 2 
ELL, CHARLES. Norwich, Merchant Norwich 
vapet Oot Oct 23 Ord Oct 23 
Moss, BENJAMIN, and JOHN Moss, South Shields, 
Painters Newcastle ou Tyne Pet Oct 18 Ord 


Oct 23 
NOBLE, JOHN, Batley Carr, Dowtince, } late Guat 
tioner Dewsbury Pet Oct12 Ord Oct 
Cum. ow a Deugts “ey Leics, Engineer ; EE 
‘et Oct 2 
VES, PAUL, Broad iene. ur Wootton Bassett, 
ow Wheelwright Swiadon Pet Oct21 Ora 


Oct 
guaest. Tuomas Ancugr, Regent st, Gent High 
Court Pct Aug3 Urd Oct 19 
SAWYER, GEORGE, Twyford, Berks, Butcher Reading 
Pet Septii Ord Oc t19 
OTT, MARSHALL, Idle, nr Bradford, Commission 
Weaver Bradford Yet Oct19 Ord Oct 19 
SELLERS, JOHN, Preston, Mineral Water Manufac- 
turer Preston Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 23 
SEWELL, WILLIAM BELL, Frizinghall, Bradford, 
Printer Bradford Pet Octi9 Ord Oct 2: 


WENT, 


SmitH, Francis Henry, Liverpool, Draper Liver- 
pool Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 21 
SOUTHERN, WILLIAM GE#ATHES, taymeuth. Saddler 

East Stonehouse Pet Oct 16 Ord Oct 2 
Srrupson, ABEL, Nottingham, Journeyinaa Tailor 
Nottingham Pet Oct2i Ord Oct 
Srone, EpWIn CHartEs, Snow fields, ag ne emeniewy, 
salter High Court Pet Oct 15 Ord Oct 
TiTroRy, OBARLES, Leadenhall st, Indiarabber 





\ 


Hosntnotarer High Court Pet Oct 22 Ord 


22 
Oxy. ——y Pathfield rd, ahem. Builder 
Wandsw Pet Junes Ord Oct 
The poems amended notice is sabettater, for 
that 1g in the London Gazetre. Oct. 4 


BETHUEL SANDERSON, Moreton Jeffcies 
Court, Herefordshire, Farmer Worcester Pet 


The following amended notice is substituted fur that 
published in the London Gazette, Oct 13. 
wane JESSE, Fratton, Hants, Butcher Portsm »u'h 
Pet Oct 16 Ord Oct 16 
ICATIONS ANNULLED. 
BRADLEY, GrorGE. Salford, A 
Salford Adjud Nov 27, 1886 Annul Oct 21 
Posno, J M, Wilton st, Grosvenor pl, Gent High 
Court Ad jud March 9, 1888 Annul Oct 18 


London eat ae — 29. 
RECEIVING O 
pun, Caan, Waketlela, Tailor Wakefield 


Per Oct ‘oa Urd Oct 24 
BARKER, SAMUSL, Wootton, Beds, Farmer Bedford 


Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 
Faery Commission 
ees 


Pet Oct 24 “s . i" 
CHAPPELL, LES, Brockley, yon no occw) on 
Greenwich Pet Oct 26 t 26 Ks 
CORNWELL, WILLIAM BENJAMIN, Cardiff, Butcher 
Cardiff Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 23 

CRAZE, HENRY comm. SS St Peter’s sq. Hammersmith, 
Socmney —_ ercial Traveller High Court Pet 
Oct 24 Ord Oct % 

anamn 


WILLIAM MAXWELL, epee. {tate 
grapher Taunton Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 
DAWES, JAMES ROLFE, Shouldhasa, t Norfolk ¢ Grocer 
King’s uynn Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 
East, Francis Jonny, No 
Nottingham Pet Oct 
ms W: 


py Southdown rd, Wimbledon, 
Architect Kingston, Surrey Pet Auy 23 Ord 

FARMER, AMELIA, Kenti-beare, Devon, Farmer 
Kxeter Pet Oct7 Ord Oct 25 

Gzorce, Esau, Winkfield, Berks, Brickmaker 
Windsor Pet Oct 23 Ord Oc 

GREENWOOD. CROSSLEY, nonsense Lancs, Cabinet 
Maker Oldham Pet Oct%5 Ord Oct 25 


HanvDkEEY, V. T., Union ct, Old Broad st, Commis- 
sion agent High Court Pet Oct10 Ord Oct 25 
AUGUSTUS, Mile End rd, Clothier 


te, High Cour Court Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 
N, FRANCIS, Beston, Lincs, Plumber Boston 
wet Oct 2 Ord —- Ma Kened 
LLOUIN, avL™ rompton sqrt, ogton, 
eee High Court Pet "Oct 1 Ord 


ic 

HOLLINGWORTH, JAM&S BLACKBURN, Bradford, Pro- 
vision Dealer Bradford Pet Oct24 Ord Oct 2% 

Hoimgs. ROBERT ARNOLD, oer, Yorks, Shop Fivter 
Leeds Petuct3 Ord Oct 2 

Hoopzr, WIttIAM, High st itarnet, Coachbuilder 
Barnet Pot (6 Oct 24 Ord Oct 

Howis, THomas, Nottingham, Baker Nottingham 
Pet ~ Ord i . s on: tinal 

KENDALL, THoMas Cops, Kensington, erpoo!, 

Painter Liverpool Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 

KINe, Ji omy, Upper st, Islington, Manufac- 
turer High Court Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 

KO3MINSEI, MARTIN, and Moses Wo.or, Cannon st, 
Whol — eurriers High Court Pet Oct 24 


Ord Oct 2: 

LAVENDER, Tr00as, Stourbridge, Worcs, Tailor 
Stourbridge Pet Oct 2s Ord Oct 23 

Lawson, JOHN, jun, Whitstable, mat, Builder 


Canterbary Pet Oct 2% Ord Oct 

LEONARD, MARTIN LUTHER, Gowertony Glam, Grocer 
Uarmarthen Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 

MARGETTS, ROBERT MOWBRAY, Hartford, Hunts, 
oan: Merchant Peterborough Pet Oct25 Ord 


Marin, ty Market pl, Gardner's lane, Putney, 
Wan ——— Pet prem Ord Oct 22 

SRAvean Suesaaen , Brockley, Kent, Builder Greer- 
wich Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 23 

MENTASTI, JOSEPH, Nottingham. Cate Proprietor 
Nottingham Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 

Mercer. KoBert, Gt Harwood, Lames, Grocer 
Blackburn Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 

Pk&THeRICK, Tuomas, Tavistock, Devon, Wheel- 
wright East Stonehouse Pet Oct 2% Ord Oct24 


ROBERTS, EDWARD, we Carmarthen, 
Deaier Carmarthen Pet Uct24 Ord Oct 26 
Battows, J Worple rd, Layo Builder Wands- 


woith PetSepti8 Ord Oct 24 
Joxun, Leeds, Earthenware Dealer Leeds 

Pet Oct s "Ord Uct % 
H, SENJAMIN, iabehen. Mewwtsh, Baker 
Norwich Pet Oct 22 Ord O 

— WILLIAM, Abinedon, Berks, Innkeeper Ox- 

ford Pet Uct 23 Ord Oct 

Tuackrgy, JOHN HENRY erareware, Shipley, 

Gore S Innkeeper Bradford Prt Oci ¥ 


TocKEn, + EDWARD WILLIAM, High st. Putney, 
umber Wandsworth Pet Qct24 Ord Oct 4 
Waseune, Joun JaBRz, Bristol, Licensed Victuallec 
Bristol Pet Oct 1x Ord Oct 24 
Watson, WILLIAM, y, Draper Derby Pet Oct 
W me be Weat er 
BELLS, THOMAS, Stanley, Durham, Build 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet Oct 26 Ord Ost x6 
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tteris, Cantab, Coach- | Lo Ropekt, Broseley, 3 Vigtentios HOLLINGWORTH, JAMES PEAcEnUas, Sunbridge rd. 
Woeuilier i Peterborough Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 ‘Nov 6 at 1145 “County roe ee Madeley... Bradtord, Provision Dealer Bradford Pet Oct 

. ENNETH LUPTON it 
W"Ooventry, Bninoers Coventry Pet Oct 24 t Ord Keeper | N yp te at io thar Of Comenaten, 145, Hows Fee > Nottingham, Baker Nottingham 
24 eapside Ord Oct 
Wri1usMs, James Evstacz, Leatherhead, Surrey | MINEARD, HENRY, Warwick rd, Earl’s ct, Builder Jeune, Saas GEORG: pnt Salisbury, Wilts, Baker 
bury Pet Oct 19 Ord Oct 25 

a ag Say, a ay M Nov $6.1, 38 C a8, Carey ch Merchant Nov 9 at wa JOHN, weet eT Gaal Kent, Builder 


WitiiaMs, Joun, Cardiff, Milliner Cardiff Pet Oct ITCHELL, 
Ord 11 Off Rec, 8, King st, 


Norwich 


23 
-, yey) Leeds, Engineer Leeds Pet Oct 24 | OLIVER, GEORGE, Belgrave, Latconee, Engineer Nov 


6at3 Off R-«, 34, Friar lane, 
Ripeway, THOMAS AKCH«<R, Regent st, Gent Nov 7 


The wublished in the London Gasette of Oct tic | St 12’ Cercy st. | incoln’s i 
a 6 London 0 ic . 
NOBLE, WILLIAM, Swansea, General Dealer Swansea er 12 Ant THO ral 4 Oy ee 
"Pet Oct 9 Ord Oct 9 SELLERS, JOHN, n, eral eet Manuteo- 
The following amended notice is pubettiated for that turer Nov 8at3 OH 


published in the London Gazette of Oct 25. SHEARD. 


MoGRatH, JAMES, jun, en 7 ee Je eweller High N » Sa. Ree, 22. be pe row, Leeds 


Oourt Pet Oct1 Ord Oct SHIRLEY. GEORGE JESSE, West 
RECEIVING ORDER aaihdeiiaie = Nov7 at145 Off Rec, 


25, J heya Senter. 


5 Liverpool, In- SMITH, cat, Ost Nov5atii Off 


, CHRISTOPHER FRANCIS 
OHARLES, 
spector of Schools Liverpool Ord May 24 ‘Rese Rec, 29, Queen st, C st, Oa: 


SanrH, FRAN 
RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED AND PETI- ats Of Ree, 36, Victoria st 


fTION DISMISSED. THACKREY, JOHN 


erpool, Dra’ Nov 6 
o Liverpoo. 
SMIRTHW. Shipley, 


AITE, 
Suiru, Joun, RopERT ALBERT SMITH. and WALTER Yorks, late » Oa Nov 7 at 10 Off Ree, 31, 


Beech st, Barbican, bede Manutfac- Manor row, Bradford 


facturers High Court Ord Sept Rese and | WALKLEY, JOHN JABEZ, Bristol, Jdoeneed Victualler 
Dis Oct 28 Nov 6 at 12 Off Bank chbrs, y] 





Wager.) WILLIAM, Der y, Draper Non 8at3 Off 


FIRST MEETING 
St James’ ag chb: 
APHEETARD, , CHARLES, Wakeneld, Raiior Nov 5at 11 Rec, Las est Stanley, Durham, Builder 
lane, Newcastle on 


r Nov s A Bankruptcy bidngs, ee Henry, and Wits Henry WuIrT- 


Westts, THomas, W: 
Off Ree, Bond terr, Wakefiel Nov 9 at 11 Off Rec, Pink 


a EDWARD JOHN, Crooked Jane, Refreshment 


Portugal st, Lincoln’ 
ARTHORN, HENRY, Atherstone, Warwicksbire, Inn- 7 at 12.80 Off Ree, 34, 2 See 
keeper Nov 6at 12 25, Colmore row, Birming- | ws oenspin, THOMAS, South ena Saray 
Buapes, Wruax Scorn, Aldershot, Merchant Nov 6 at 1 W P Morrison, Solicitor, 
r ov 5 at 11 m, 1, 
Swith in’s lane ADJUDICATION: 8s. 
BUTTERWORTH. ADAM, and THOMAS ALLANSON, | APPLEYARD, CHARLES » Webetield, ‘Tailor Wakefield 
Kearsley and Farnworth, Lancs, Grocers Nov7 Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 2 
at il 4 tg Wood st, Bolton BALDING, HENRY, Neat ll Kent, Builder Croydon 
RosBEktT, Croydon, Surrey, Corn Mer- Pa July 8 Ord Oct 
chant cae iov 6at3 119, Victoria street, Westmin- | BARKER, SAMUEL, Woo +7y Beds, Farmer Bedford 
a a Pet t Det 26 Ord Oct 
Wit1t1am MAXxwEtt, Taunton, Photo- | Beyn LLEWELYN, r Tydfil, Commission 
OMgrapher Nov5 at 3 Off Rec, 5b, Hammett st, Lame Merthyr Marth et Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 
aunton BIDEN, ALFRED GEORGE, Warnford ct, le 
ARTHUR, Nottingham, Cabinet Maker Broker High Court Pet Sept26 Ord 
Nov5ati1 Off Rec, 1, h pavement, Notting- | Brrp,EpGarR GEORGE, Guildford, mETOy tad all 
Guildford Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 24 





ham 
GakRUD, JonN, John st, Hackney, Builder Nov Sat | Bishop, ALBERT BICKLEY, Atherstone, Warwick- 
2.30 Bankru Birmin, 


ptcy bidgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s | shire, Hat Manufacturer 


inn fields } 4 Ord Oct 24 


gham Pet Oct 


Goopwin, RicHARD, Southborough, Kent, late Grocer | BucktEY, HENRY, Derby, Hosier Derby Pet Oct 
26 


Novéati2z Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton | 11 Ord Oct 


GREE WOOD, CRossLEY, Rawtenstall, Lancs, Cabinet | BurrzRWORTH, ADAM, and THOMAS ALLANSO 
Maker Nov 7 at 3.30 Off Rec, Ogden’s chbrs, | Kearsley and Farnworth, Lancs, , Bolton 


Bridge st. Manchester Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 25 


GREGORY, WILLIAM, Strand, Optician Nov 12 at 2. 30 | CHAPPELL, CHARLES, Brockley, emt 3 ne occupation 


Bankruptcy bidgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn Greenwich Pet Oct 26 


fields | CORNWETL, WILLIAM BENS 


Manchester formerly Comme: 
ILLIAM, Kingston on Hull, Paper Merchant Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 


Ord Oct 28 


JAMIN. Cardiff, Butcher 
HALKESWoRTH, WiLL1AM, Manchester, Cloth Agent | Cardiff Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 23 
Nov 5 at 3 Off Rec, Ogden’s chbrs, Bridge st, | Craze, HENRY JOHN, St Peter’s sq, 


Ww 
Nov7atii Off Rec, Trinity House lane, Hull DAWES, JaMES ROLFE, Shouldh 
ABE, J. HENEY Li Oct 


GLOVER, and CHARLES GLOVER, King’s Lynn Pet 








Hammersmith, 
Traveller High Court Pet 


Norfolk, Grocer 
25. Ord Oct 25 
tingham, 


AMES. 
| ae oe Devon, Builders Nov7ati2 H.Lee| East, FRANCIS soma. Not Coaldealer 
Auctioneer, Bideford Nottingham Pet Oct2 Ord Oct 24 
pe ay JaMES BLACKBURN, Bradford, Pro- | Empson, ag La Linen Button 
vision yn ew Nov 7 at 12 Off Rec, 31, Manor | ~~ rcemead Birmingham Pet Ord 
row, Bradf ict 24 
How,’ panes, Nottingham, Baker Nov 5 at 12| FrinpELL, Epwiy Joserx, Horton rd, Hackney, 
Off po, t, High Qovement Nottingham Publican h et Sept ‘. Ord + Agee 26 
Jones, W rmouth, Licensed Victualler | GAarRuD, JOHN, John st, Hackney, Builder High 
Nov 9 at 11.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich Court Pet Oct12 Ord Oct 26 
Lavewpur, THOMAS, Stourbridge, Worcester, Tailor Gzorcz, Esau, Winkfield, Berks, Brickmaker 
Nov 6 at 2.30 Thomas Wall, Solicitor, Stour. | Windsor Pet Oct23 Ord Oct 23 
bridge GLOVER, Wirtiam KIDGER, Kent, Miller 
LgonakD. Martin LutTHER, Gowerton, Glam, Grocer Canterbury Pet Oct 2 “Ord Oct 26 
Nov 65at12 Off Rec, 97, Oxford st, Swansea | Hagris, JOHN, and Heney Poimeak, Truro, Oorn- 
Lavy, Ju1ivs, Victoria Dock rd, Ganning Town, | wall, Ironfounders Truro Fes Oct 3 Ord Oct 26 
Essex, Boot Dealer Nov 7 at 2.30 33, Carey st, HELLOULN, PAULINE, Brompton sq, Ke gton, 
Liucoln’s ian | Dressmaker High Court Oat Oct 1 Ord Oct 26 





Ord Oct 
MAINWARING, Mrs M A, Wolverhampton, Publican 
Dudley jley Pet Oct 4 Ora 
Mame porsns. Brootley, y, Kent, Builder Green< 
ch Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 


amie Sem Nottin 4 Cafe Proprietor 
No’ ham Pet Oct 24 “Ord U Ost 24 


Great 
Pu — olga, Me Ord Oot 6 
GH, Huax, Do erione » Castings Maher 
Aberystwi et Oct 4 Ord Oct 26 


~~ mes and SIDNEY WALTER 
de. Whitecha: rd, Toolmakers 
High Court * Pet Oct 15 rd Oct 26 
SANGSTER, JAMES, Gothic villas, Wost gn rd, Builder 
Edmonton Pet Oct17 Ord Oct 24 
SHEV. JoHN, Leeds, Harthenware "Dealer Leeds 
eae ct 25 Ord =e 
ILLIAM, Abipggen, P cares Innkeeper 
Oxford Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 
LEMAN, WILLIAM, Taunton, "builder Taunton 
spot Oct Oct 8 Ord Oct 23 


THACKREY, JOHN HENRY SMIRTHWAITE, Shipley, 
Xor:c, late Innkeeper Bradford Pet Oct 24 Ord 


was JOHN STEPHEN SuHaw, Sheffield, epety 
Boot Dealer Bradford ¢ Oct 4 Ord Oct 19 

WEnT, Hareret, Leominste cosherielire, Pp 
"Leominster ‘Pet Oct 3 ‘Ord Oct 24 

WHALLEY, Wutu1aM, Nelson, Lancs, Plumber 

Burnley Pet Oct3 Ord Oct 25 
wae. JOHN, Cardiff, Milliner Oardiff Pet Oct 
Ord Oct 26 


faa following amended notice is substituted for that 
published in the London Gazette of Oct 11. 


NOBLE, Pibay mar Grenees, General Dealer Swan- 


a Grocer 


sea Pet Oct 9 
‘ADJUDICATION AN PULLED. 
PEcK, JOHN. Nort rink, Wis 
—— —. "s Lynn rere July 





SALES ‘S$ OF ENSUING WEEK, 


Nov. 4.—Messrs. BAKER & Sons. in a Marquee on the 
Estate, Plots of —_ P amaanen Land (see ad- 
vertisement, igs | wee ik, p- 6) 

wey, 5.—Messrs. BRAY, YOUNG, & Co., at the Mart, 


5.0, or of Assurance (see advertisement, this 
wee . 6). 
Nov 6. 6.-Messrs. Epwi Fox & Bovsrratp, at the 


, B.C, at 2 o’clock, Freehold Estates, Pro- 
fem ng Absolute Reversion (see advertisement, this 


Nov. 7.—Messrs. H. E. Foster & CRANFIRLD, at the 
Mart, E C.. at 2 o'clock, —— ical Sale (see adver- 

Mormeng, this gs p.6 
the Mart, E.0., at 2 


Nov. 8.—R. Esq., 
o’clock, ereobola a Properties and 
a of Assurance (see advertisement, this week, 
p. 
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THE SOLICITORS’ LAW STATIONERY SOCIETY, 


LIMITED. 
Labor omnibus unus-—Georgicon, Inb. IV. 





DIRECTORS: 


ALEXABDER Crossman, Esq. (Messrs, Crossman & Prichard), 16, Theobald’s- 
road, W.C. 
povmas oa. Esq. (Mesers. Pemberton & Garth), 5, New-court, Lincoln’s- 


Husey FrwaEr Geinerz, Esq. (Mesers. Torr, Janeways, Gribble, & Oddie), 38, 
Bedford-row, W.C., and 19, Parliament-street, 8. 


Jous ARTHUE Lrirrz, Esq. (Messrs. lliffe, Henley, & Sweet) ).2, Bedford-row, W. C. 





The OBJECT OF THE SOCIETY is to enable Solicitors, by « co-operation 
smong themselves, to ensure the highest efficiency in all branches of their Law 
pgp ne work, and to share in the profits arising therefrom. 

getting aside a reserve and a 6 per cent. peemcential cx cumulative dividend, 
the AI OROFI are divided between (a) Shareholders and (5) Customers, being 
Bolicttors whose sccounts amount to £160 per annum (less payments), until the 


In addit 





and the & 





} before dell 
| Price Lists 
SHIRLEY. 


Se 


GzoRGE EDWAED Laxz, Esq. (Messrs. Lake, Beaumont, & Lake), 10, New-square, 
Lincoln’s-inn, W.C. 


yaixe ROWLBY PaRKER, Esq. (Messrs. 8 rkers, Pritchard, & Sharpe) 
ne Stele Ganep-tveet, W.C,, an ee Weatminste r, 

8.W. 
Ricuarp PENNINGTON, Hsq, (Messrs. Cookson, Wainewright, & Pennington), 


64, Lincoln's inn-fields 0. 


Sopmer have received n per cent. in all, after which such Oustomers take the 
h 


ion, LIBERAL DISCOUNTS are allowed, as shewn in the Price List, 
society supplies goods on account and without requiring payments 


forwarded post-free on application to the Secretary, W. H. &, 


12, NEW COURT, CAREY STREET, W.0., ayn 49, BEDFORD ROW, W.O. 
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